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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
Through the lens of screenwriting practice, this research project interrogates female 
perspectives in mainstream, comedy screenplays. Its central investigation asks 
whether or not these perspectives are under-represented, suggesting script 
development processes are both informed by, and reinforce, the culturally entrenched 
gendered biases that might see female perspectives, especially in comedies, confined 
to the margins. Giving particular focus to the female protagonist, this research takes a 
creative practice approach to exploring the ways in which her perspective might be 
written into the pages of the screenplay, considering both content and form. The 
culmination is the writing of Funny/Peculiar, a comedy, feature-length screenplay, 
which aims to forefront the female protagonist and her perspective from within the 
confines of the same mainstream structures, formatting and conventions with which 
this research is critically engaged. Through creative practice a particular narrative 
device is defined, that of the ‘flipped reality’, which is recruited for the screenplay 
and dissected in the wider research. Discoveries and experimentation pertaining to 
perspective arise from the application of this device, including the employment of the 
second person point-of-view – or ‘Point-of-You’ – for describing screenplay action.  
Positioned within a postmodern-feminist sensibility, this research looks beyond a 
politics of inclusion and examines how the ‘norm’ is understood in discourses of 
comedy, screenwriting and (postmodern) feminism. Through screenwriting practice 
as a mode of enquiry come new approaches to notions of what is considered to be 
normal, and the possibilities for alternative perspectives. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Funny/Peculiar is an investigation through creative practice into writing funny, 
female screen protagonists. Specifically, this PhD asks:  
 
How might a female protagonist’s perspective be written into the pages of a comedy 
screenplay, considering both content and form?    
 
The execution and findings arising from my search for an answer take the form of a 
screenplay and accompanying two-part dissertation. This PhD, situating itself firmly 
in the context of screenwriting practice, aims to contribute its findings to a 
community of practice comprised of screenwriters (and, to a certain extent, to the 
practice of creative writing more broadly), as well as to the growing scholarly field of 
screenwriting research – in particular, the newly emerging academic work around the 
practice of script development, which is an important but historically under-theorised 
step in the process of bringing a screenplay into being.  
The screenplay at the centre of this research incorporates the narrative device 
of an alternative reality, set in a parallel present (as distinct from time travel 
narratives). The reasons for, and outcomes resulting from, this choice of convention 
(especially in regard to the research question) will be discussed at length, but I note it 
here in the context of contribution to the field. My creative research, in the form of 
screenwriting, has incorporated extended experimentation with one particular type of 
alternative reality, one I define as: a world where existing privilege, bias or behaviour 
(in my case, gendered) is reversed. Over the course of this research I have discovered 
(and will go on to reference) many examples of fiction employing this device (beyond 
and including the theme of gender and the modes of screen and comedy) but have 
found no standing term for this storytelling technique that I am now calling ‘flipped 
reality’. Neither would there appear to be any literature discussing the employment of 
this device for screenwriters from either a scholarly or practical perspective. In other 
words, this research aims to contribute to the fields of screenwriting scholarship (and, 
potentially, screenwriting practitioners) with my discoveries around the practical 
application of the ‘flipped reality’ narrative, its potential as a vehicle for comedy, and 
its benefits and limitations in articulating both a screenwriter’s thematic position and 
a protagonist’s perspective. In particular, this research draws insight from the ‘flipped 
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reality’ device toward the notion of writing perspective, and offers an experimental 
departure from the traditional third-person present tense mode of screenwriting 
narration, in the form of what I am calling the ‘Point-of-You pass’, whereby a draft is 
revised writing the prose narrative of the scene text1 in the second person. The 
potential (and pitfalls) of this technique will be elaborated upon in Part 3 of the PhD.     
    This project is also significantly inflected by its specific focus on the funny, 
female protagonist. My research and practice suggests that it is one thing to write a 
female centred comedy screenplay, but it is another to explicitly write this 
protagonist’s perspective within mainstream processes of screenwriting. As such, this 
research is reliant upon existing scholarship around gender and feminisms 
(specifically, for this dissertation, postmodern feminism), comedy, screen comedy and 
the places where some or all of these intersect. Thus it is also the intention of this PhD 
project to contribute to these fields, with research focused through the dedicated and 
particular lenses of screenwriting practice and script development.  
 When I began this PhD, questions of gender and script development were the 
central concerns that began my critical thinking. These initial ideas and intentions 
have been incubating throughout the research and continue to inform my practice. 
Moreover, with script development an under-explored element of screenwriting 
scholarship, I position my work in this emerging field to which I hope to contribute 
my results. As will be later discussed, the screenplay is the first step in a collaboration 
of screen production and it is hoped that beyond the creative practice of this PhD, the 
perspectival tools arising will be useful to not only screenwriters but also to all 
participants of script development processes (especially, perhaps, when developing 
screenplays centred around a funny, female protagonist). In other words, it is the 
contention of this research that the term ‘screenwriting practice’ must necessarily 
incorporate understandings of mainstream script development beyond notions of the 
individual writer’s craft, and as such is offered as a piece of screenwriting research 
incorporating considerations of those wider practices. These understandings, while 
examined only briefly in the body of the dissertation given they are outside the 
                                                
1 ‘Prose narrative of the scene text’ is also known variously by such industry jargon as ‘scene 
directions’, ‘action’ or ‘big print’.  I borrow ‘prose narrative’ and ‘scene text’ from Sternberg who has 
separated, as Price explains, “the screenplay into the ‘scene text’ […] and the dialogue text” whereby 
the scene text is “everything bar the dialogue text” and within which the prose narrative describes, 
reports and comments on the action (2010, pp. 112-14).  
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parameters of the creative practice2, have informed the process of developing tools, 
techniques and strategies toward the goal of the research question. Given screenplays 
arguably have to be “strong enough to survive the armies of people who will shape 
the project once it leaves the screenwriter’s hands” (Corley & Megel 2014, p. 14), this 
PhD focuses specifically on strengthening screenplays’ perspective and offers tools 
for how this might be achieved.  
Following this introduction, the research is presented in three parts: 
Exposition, Screenplay and Reversal. A conclusion completes the document, before 
the list of references. Structuring the research into three parts is a deliberate allusion 
to the three-act paradigm that dominates mainstream screenwriting practice and to 
which my screenplay conforms. This should not be misconstrued as a glib gesture, but 
rather a considered decision as part of maintaining an emphasis on creative practice as 
a research methodology, and of keeping the screenplay at the core of the research 
project. Indeed, the screenplay itself is presented as the central section, or Part 2, of 
the PhD. Parts 1 and 3 – Exposition and Reversal – are offered as somewhat of a 
‘before’ and ‘after’. In other words, Part 1 outlines the research informing the creative 
practice and Part 3 reflects upon the insights arising from it. 
I shall outline the three-part structure of the PhD shortly, but as part of 
introducing this research, I should first point out a few small departures, beginning 
with the one I am making from usual referencing conventions. Because this is a body 
of screenwriting research, I will draw from actual screenplays and scripts when 
available (and reference these accordingly), but for consistency all of the works of 
film and television will be referenced according to the credited screenwriter/s or (in 
the few cases of television) creators. While it is standard to reference these works by 
director/s, I believe it is notable that this is not only a PhD about screenwriting, but 
also about (and for) screenwriting practice. As such, it is the writing and script 
development I am discussing when I cite those works. While this decision might seem 
an opportune springboard into a discussion of film authorship and, by extension, 
auteur theory’s “critical myopia and distortions of collaborative industrial practice” 
(Murray 2012, p. 137), a comprehensive analysis is beyond the scope of this doctoral 
                                                
2 I have written more comprehensively about script development elsewhere, see Taylor (2015a, 2015b, 
2015c) and Taylor and Batty (2015). 
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project and will be touched upon only insomuch as it contributes to discussions of 
script development.3  
Moreover, this is not a decision based on claiming ownership, but rather 
ensuring accuracy (solely in the context of this particular research project) as to 
whose practice I am referring. Just as this PhD seeks to trouble screenwriting 
conventions, it is also willing to challenge academic conventions in the interests of 
this specificity of practice. That said, it is useful to call on a similar scholarly 
precedent whereby “the Journal of Screenwriting adopts a referencing system giving 
equal weight to both a film’s director and its screenwriter(s) (where these are different 
individuals)” (Murray 2012, p. 137) (emphasis in original).  
I should also point out that to henceforth avoid the cumbersome phrase ‘works 
of film or television’, I borrow Ian Macdonald’s term ‘screenwork’ to refer “to any 
moving image narrative, be it film, television, game, animation and so on, that has 
been realized and exists on screen in some form” (2013, p. 10). To similar convenient 
ends I also, somewhat regretfully, use the term ‘filmmaker’ as distinct from 
‘screenwriter’, and as a generic term for makers of moving image narrative across 
forms. It should be understood this is a decision made to ease flow of reading, and not 
to endorse the exclusion of screenwriters from the category of filmmakers, nor to 
conflate the skills and vision required to make different modes of screenworks.    
When referring to the hypothetical screenwriter, screenwriting researcher or 
protagonist I use (as will already be obvious) the female pronoun. At the time of 
writing the hitherto grammatically incorrect use of ‘they/their’ (as a stand-in for the 
absence of a gender neutral third person singular personal pronoun) has recently 
found legitimacy with journalistic style guides and linguists (Guo 2016). However, I 
use ‘she’ and ‘her’ to counteract the default ‘he’ and ‘him’ found in much of the 
resource material - as consistent with the strategies of the ‘flipped reality’ narrative 
defined by this research. Finally, I should also be clear that although my screenplay is 
set in Australia and aimed (theoretically) at a local market, my investigation into 
mainstream comedy features, and trends in women’s representation and perspectives 
within those films (and mainstream films in general) has skewed this research toward 
Hollywood, as the behemoth producer of popular film comedies and home of the US 
studio system from which the dominant screenwriting models arose. Although my 
                                                
3 For just two of many excellent discussions on the question of authorship in film, see Price (2010, pp. 
1-23) and Sternberg (1997, pp. 7-21). 
 12 
research seeks to critique and trouble gender diversity in the mainstream, regrettably 
it is beyond the scope of analysis to also address the dominant white, western culture 
of this industry and its outputs. 
In Part 1 I discuss the research terrain, the elements that form its parameters, 
and the circumstances by which this PhD came about. As might be obvious, Part 1 is 
named for the term in fiction writing that describes information pertinent to the 
narrative about events that occurred prior to its commencement (hence: the ‘before’). 
It draws in particular from what David Bordwell, discussing fiction film narrative, 
demarcates as “preliminary and concentrated exposition” and hopes to lay similarly 
“solid grounds for confident hypothesis formation” (1985, p. 56). In other words, the 
aim of Part 1 is to describe the scholarly and discursive landscape within which this 
research resides (also functioning as a review of the literature), as well as providing a 
rationale for its execution, based on the aforementioned question and aims. It is also 
the result of the groundwork necessary for both the rigours and whimsy of creative 
practice, considering “Research is what we do to court intuition and to make 
ourselves ready for it when it comes” (Coles 2013, p. 158). 
Part 1: Exposition begins with a section providing my own Backstory, for the 
purposes of outlining what I bring to the research and where I sit among my 
community of practice, briefly discussing the creative practice research rationale.  The 
self-reflective tone of this section is then suspended until Part 3. The sections then 
following in Part 1 discuss:  
The notion of Perspective - how it has been, and might be, defined for the 
purposes of this research, before discussing its function within, and impact upon, 
screenwriting practices and comedy.  
A brief overview of Mainstream Screenwriting Models and Conventions and, 
by extension, Script Development – because, as I will argue, I believe the mainstream 
models and conventions shape and inform the culture of script development practices.  
Part 1 then departs temporarily from the practice of screenwriting to devote 
two sections to the marginalisations of Female Perspectives on Screen and (Women 
in) Comedy. These sections are discussed in the context of contemporary mainstream 
popular culture, and within them I argue that there are continued practices of female 
marginalisation in comedy, film and film comedy, despite what might be perceived as 
advances in these areas.   
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The Female Perspectives on Screen section also serves to position my 
research within feminisms of difference and critiques some of the strategies employed 
by feminisms of equality in regard to female screen representation (as such, these 
feminist approaches, including the feminisms of difference within which postmodern 
feminism is arguably situated, are discussed further on p. 52). In this section I also 
acknowledge the problematic notion of female perspective and define it for the terms 
of this research, by examining it within scholarly discourses of essentialism and 
subjectivity.   
Incorporated within (and woven throughout) the (Women in) Comedy section 
is an overview of comedy more generally, insomuch as this very broad field of study 
contributes to the parameters of this particular research. That comedy may be an 
undervalued mode in itself is also briefly argued here. 
A concluding section to Part 1 seeks to draw all of these elements together 
into a discussion of Funny, Female Perspectives in Script Development and to 
summarise the reasons why preserving an intended funny, female protagonist’s 
perspective in a comedy screenplay might prove challenging in mainstream and 
commercially inflected screenwriting and script development processes. 
Part 2 is the Screenplay, the creation of which has both informed, and 
responded to, the research interests outlined in Part 1. The premise of a screenplay is 
generally described by a logline, explained by screenwriting guide author Blake 
Snyder as a sentence that “tells the hero’s [sic] story: Who he [sic] is, who he’s [sic] 
up against and what’s at stake” (2005, p. 63)4. The logline for Funny/Peculiar is as 
follows: 
 
A struggling comedian, disillusioned by sexism in her industry, wakes up as the Prime 
Minister in a flipped reality where women hold the balance of power, to ultimately 
learn that inequality sucks whichever side you’re on.  
 
It has transpired, then, that the narrative content of my screenplay explicitly 
articulates my research interests - whereby notions of gender, comedy and perspective 
are built into the premise. This reflects my intentions to keep the scholarly and 
creative practices in close conversation. It is also consistent with my interest (as has 
                                                
4 Snyder’s is not the only screenwriting guide considered seminal that defaults to the male pronoun, as 
will be discussed further in Part 1.   
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developed over this PhD) in the overlaps and interplay between research (in the 
traditional sense) and screenwriting practice.      
Funny/Peculiar is a 99-page feature length comedy, written in eight sequences 
over three-acts. This choice of framework was deliberate, conforming as it does to the 
structure almost always employed by mainstream, commercial film comedies, a site 
within which I am arguing the funny, female protagonist is under-represented. Thus I 
considered it important to explore the development of my protagonist and her 
perspective through such a model. I have maintained and extended this exercise in 
industry fidelity to the specific demands of comedy, both in regard to page count – 
“Comedic screenplays are shorter than dramatic screenplays.  Comedies tend to run 
anywhere from 95-110 pages” and emphasis on dialogue, whereby “Executives talk 
about white on the page. That’s a script that tends to be dialogue heavy and is a quick 
read” (Giglio 2012, p. 85). Though three-act structure is elaborated upon in Part 1, for 
now I offer J.J. Murphy’s useful summary (2007, p. 16): 
 
Rooted in the theories of Aristotle, this audience-oriented model tries to keep 
the viewer continually engaged in the narrative by making the story varied and 
interesting through the incorporation of major turning points that spin the story 
in a new or different direction. 
 
The structure is broken down in different ways by different screenwriting authors, but 
all agree the second act is twice as long as those either side – for example, a 
screenplay of 120 pages would comprise a first and third act of 30 pages each, with a 
60 page second act between them. Sequence theory (as employed by Funny/Peculiar) 
offers further demarcation, by suggesting there are two sequences of events in the first 
act, four in the second and two again in the third. Although different theorists define 
the three acts in different ways, these templates are generally more complex variations 
on the same idea of a set-up, a series of complications and a resolution.   
The discoveries inherent in working within these guidelines are discussed in 
Part 3: Reversal, which also borrows its title from a screenwriting term. A succinct 
definition of a reversal “is a beat [change in action] that is unexpected and takes the 
story into an unforeseen direction” (Peterson & Nicolosi 2015, p. 95). It is also a 
comedy term, used similarly to describe the art of taking “out of context what the 
audience expects to create an unanticipated result [for comic effect]” (Duncan 2008, 
p. 152). This notion of surprise is pertinent to this section of my research, which 
functions as something of a third act. The beginning of Act 3 in the sequencing 
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screenwriting model sometimes introduces “new and even more difficult problems, 
sometimes forcing the character to work against his or her previous objectives” a 
result of which “ the story is sometimes turned upside-down and we glimpse it from a 
very new angle” (Gulino 2004, p. 17). It was in the third year of my candidature when 
I realised the ‘flipped reality’ narrative was more key to the research project as a 
whole than I had previously thought. In fact, I had enlisted the device almost 
arbitrarily, as a way of incorporating those same gendered biases I was critiquing, but 
without cognisance of its centrality to my search for techniques in writing perspective. 
Thus, this realisation set me on a new path of investigation, whereby I sought a more 
dedicated definition for the particular practice I was engaged with, rather than being 
content to situate the screenplay within the more general story-type areas I had 
hitherto identified.  
It was then I discovered that, to my knowledge, no definitions were available, 
nor was anyone writing about this type of narrative. However, once I began to seek 
further examples of the device, a curious thing happened, in that I began to see 
frequent and prevalent examples of its use across many different media. It is the curse 
of the creator of original content to find herself in the midst of a ‘universal 
consciousness’ or zeitgeist, but for the creative practice researcher at least there is a 
benefit in widening her community of practice and increasing her well of resources.   
 Part 3 begins with a Reflection, discussing how my screenplay performs the 
research, and how this is facilitated through both the recruitment of the ‘flipped 
reality’ and a series of other decisions designed to ‘reverse’ comic tropes and 
expectations. I also discuss certain challenges in, and departures from, the mainstream 
structure, especially in regard to the research question. Finally I discuss how aspects 
of postmodern feminism were explored through the writing of the screenplay itself. 
An Overview of some examples of the ‘flipped reality’ narrative is then 
compiled, including those analysed over the course of my research and concentrating 
most keenly on those that, like mine, have been employed to flip gendered issues in 
the comedic context. In this section I more specifically situate how my creative 
practice, in the form of the screenplay, responded to this particular narrative device. 
 Finally I introduce the strategy I am calling Point-of-You, which enlists the 
second person present as a way of fusing the protagonist’s perspective into the pages 
of the screenplay. It is with this approach that I am drawing from the insights gained 
from my creative practice (particularly, the practice of working with ‘flipped reality’ 
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narratives), combined with what has arisen from my scholarly research, to offer a new 
possibility for screenwriting practice, contributing to “A pluralistic approach to 
screenwriting, one that recognises different styles of scripting” (Maras 2009, p. 170). 
It may now be useful to further elaborate upon the research nature of this 
screenwriting approach. 
 
Creative practice as research 
 
My primary methodology, as I have stated, is creative practice research, and over the 
course of developing this doctoral project it comprised an eclectic, intuitive range of 
methods combining reflective practice, textual analysis, theories of practice applied 
and interrogated, all beneath an overarching feminist paradigm – specifically, a 
postmodern feminist and, thus, “nonuniversalist” approach (Fraser, N and Nicholson, 
L.J. 1990, p. 34). In other words (as will be discussed further pp. 43-53), this research 
and its creative artefact are informed by postmodern feminism’s acceptance of 
multiple and contradictory identities and rejection of binary oppositions (especially 
power and knowledge binaries).  
A deliberately emergent and intuitive methodological approach can be 
difficult to define, and I believe it is true that “In contrast to other research disciplines 
that have defined research methodologies, each creative research project develops a 
methodology specific to itself” (Bolt, MacNeill & Ednie-Brown 2014, p. 91). In this 
way, if methodology is the “stance [I was] taking as the researcher” (Evans, Gruba & 
Zobel 2011, p. 102) then (to extend upon the stance metaphor), I was standing in the 
ready position with open palms. By this I mean, while applying and interrogating 
theories of screenwriting and script development practice, it was necessary to remain 
available to the evolutions and regressions in screen comedy in regards to gender 
because “the iterative aspect of the process” as Nicola Mary Boyd writes, “returns the 
[creative practice] researcher again and again to reposition and remap their 
‘conceptual terrain’ more precisely over time” (2010, p. 139). Thus my reflective 
practice was in conversation with textual analysis, all the while reviewing the 
literature – from both academic and popular discourses – in order to understand how 
female perspectives are facilitated or diminished in screen comedy and how these 
perspectives are received or understood in the mainstream. With the landscape for 
women in comedy changing daily, it felt imperative to follow these changes through 
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popular culture discourses for both my research findings and the content of the 
screenplay itself. It was not just commentaries on funny women that were relevant but 
also perceptions of women in general. As comedian, journalist and screenwriter 
Caitlyn Moran has noted, “This is why any modern feminist worth her salt has an 
interest in the business of A-list gossip: it is the main place where our perception of 
women is currently being formed” (2011, p. 247).   
 As such, my bibliographical material ranges from the theoretical to the 
quotidian, from the academy to the Twittersphere, and from the how-to market of 
screenwriting manuals to the emerging scholarly field of screenwriting analysis.  
Therefore, the dissertation “is an expression of a mode of existence that illuminates 
the artefact from a variety of observational vantage points, not only discipline-specific 
observations” (Vincs 2014, p. 362). What is important here is that all of my 
discoveries and influences were explored through my creative practice: the writing of 
my comedy screenplay Funny/Peculiar with a female protagonist, from whose 
narrative perspective the work is experienced. In this way, while I choose the 
overarching term ‘creative practice’ to describe the methodology, so as to encompass 
the different ways in which the research facilitated the practice and vice versa, the 
approach most closely reflects what Hazel Smith and Roger T. Dean term research-
led practice, an idea less “forcefully pursued” than the reverse notion (practice-lead 
research), and whereby “academic research can lead to creative practice” (2009, p. 2). 
Making this distinction has informed my research design, in that the research terrain 
informing the creative artefact is laid out in Part 1, after which the discoveries made 
through articulating this research in my screenwriting practice is reflected upon. In 
other words, the new knowledge and practical implications of my discoveries were 
revealed only through my research journey and, as such, are discussed briefly 
throughout and then in detail in Part 3. The reflective practice of my research, also 
(where relevant) detailed in Part 3, was an important and rigorous element of my 
methodology, because I believe that “keeping the record of note taking, drafting and 
revising, leaving a trace of the changing foci and articulation, provides the archive 
and map by which the trajectory of the research can be recounted” (Boyd 2010, p. 
139). While that process has mapped both the content and form of the research 
presented, it would be cumbersome and unnecessary to include these records in the 
dissertation, as this is not intended to be a PhD reflecting upon my own writing 
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practice, rather a piece of research hoping to offer new knowledge to screenwriting 
practice more broadly.  
 It may be useful now to reiterate some of the considerations and parameters 
regarding the conducting of this research. The site of investigation is contemporary 
mainstream feature film comedy, especially as it pertains to female protagonists, and 
as such the research has responded to new work in this area as it has arisen over the 
course of my candidature. At the same time, I have maintained a focus on practice 
(screenwriting and script development) as a research framework. As such, this 
research does not identify any specific era, place, artist, theory or aesthetic as its 
anchor, or its rudder, rather I have been guided by practice toward a range of 
processes and theories that have led me to delve into a singular narrative strategy 
(‘flipped reality’) as a key to understanding perspective in a screenwriting context.  
Believing that “methodologies in artistic research are necessarily emergent 
and subject to repeated adjustment, rather than remaining fixed throughout the 
process of enquiry” (Barrett 2009, p. 6) (emphasis in original), mine have arrived 
from making decisions based on research, and making an analysis of the research in 
relation to the central question. Parts 1 and 3 of the dissertation discuss these, and the 
screenplay (Part 2) is the creative expression of these ideas.  
 
The Creative Practice 
 
While I have suggested my practice set out to trouble some of the traditional 
conventions of screenwriting, there are different ways to incite such disruptions. I 
shall now identify some other approaches as well as expanding upon my own. 
 Steven Maras suggests “A key problem in screenwriting discourse has to do 
with thinking about a variety of approaches to screenwriting and scripting” (2009, p. 
170) and discusses the “exciting possibilities in the realm of screenwriting practice 
[that] are pre-positioned in the space of the ‘alternative’” (2009, p. 171). Indeed, there 
is a growing body of work from scholars and practitioners offering new ways to 
facilitate the script-to-screen process by troubling traditional screenplay delivery 
systems and screenwriting formats (often from within hyphenated roles such as 
writer-director). This area of scholarship and practice around screenwriting is a 
valuable and exciting contribution to screen production and almost certainly contains 
within it some strategies for clarifying and orienting intentionality and perspective.  
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Kathryn Millard, for example, is an advocate for bricolage and ad hocism in 
approaching script development, encouraging the use of several alternatives to written 
text suggesting,  “Your script can be a map, sketches, photo-texts, a wiki, a list scenes 
that form part of a jigsaw, a graphic novel, a video trailer, a short film – whatever 
works” (2014, p. 184).  
By contrast my screenplay is presented in the industry standard format, 
conforming to those page margins, font (12 point Courier) and layout whereby, as 
Steven Price reminds us, “it is required to demonstrate the mechanisms by which it 
may be realised within its target medium in terms prescribed within the conventions” 
(2010, p. 112). This is part of positioning myself as screenwriter, arguing for 
screenwriting as a creative act in itself, and reinforcing this research project’s interest 
in exploring the writerly ways by which we might, as proposed from the beginning, 
fuse funny, female perspectives into the pages of a screenplay, despite agreeing that 
“Writing has always been the poor relation in the family of cooperative arts convened 
after the birth of cinema” (Price 2010, p. 1). In this way, I recall Roland Barthes’ 
observation that “screenplays are model ‘writerly texts’ – open to being rewritten” 
(1974, p. 4) – which, in turn, nods to the collaborative nature of script development, 
understandings of which inform my practice.   
My approach, then, draws more from practices of creative writing than screen 
production.  Writer and filmmaker Sean Tan (cited by Millard) has said (2014, p. 95):  
 
The problem of using a script with the kind of work I do is that it does not by 
itself convey much sense of wonder […] The best scenes for me are usually 
somewhat inexplicable and even irrational, but through drawing you can still 
experience what they could feel like.  
 
This suggests that the written word (which, after all, in other forms has been 
conveying wonder and replicating inexplicable and irrational experiences for 
centuries) is hamstrung by the confines of the screenplay, a not unreasonable 
assumption. Eminent screenwriting author Robert McKee suggests that we “Pity the 
poor screenwriter for he [sic] cannot be a poet” (1997, p. 194)5, and it could be said 
that beliefs around the role of the screenplay itself contribute to how the writing 
                                                
5 McKee means here to exclude literary devices (for example, metaphor) from screenwriting technique.  
He later qualifies that the screenwriter can be a poet in terms of “enhanced expressivity” (1997, p. 398) 
(emphasis in original). 
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within is perceived, given “The most familiar and insidious argument against the 
literary status of the screenplay is that it is nothing more than a planning document” 
(Price 2010, p. 44). The ambiguous space of the screenplay in scholarly and 
filmmaking discourse is something I have explored elsewhere6, drawing on the 
scholarship of many others, and would be too broad a departure to revisit here. 
Instead, this project, in part, seeks to explore the possibilities within the confines 
(rather than the equally legitimate strategy of dismantling the confines altogether) 
through its practice and research aims. In doing so, it takes its cue from cinema 
scholar Chris Dzialo, who suggests “screenplays should be experienced […] as a form 
of cinema itself” whereby “both, although via opposite polarities, are audio-visual 
(the screenplay cueing the images and sounds in our mind)” (2009, p. 109). 
  I employed sequencing theory in structuring the narrative of Funny/Peculiar.  
In his guide Screenwriting: The Sequencing Approach, Paul Gulino usefully defines 
sequences as “eight to fifteen minute segments that have their own internal structure – 
in effect, shorter films built within the larger film” (2004, p. 2). By offering the reader 
(or implied viewer) “a glimpse of a great many possible outcomes […] before the 
actual resolution” (Gulino 2004, p. 13), this method helps “solve one of the basic 
problems in all dramatic writing: the fact that a drama is a contrivance, but that it will 
not work if it seems like a contrivance” (Gulino 2004, pp. 12-13) (emphasis in 
original). Script development consultant Stephen Cleary agrees, explaining that 
“sequence structure organises the surface plotting, the plotting the writer wants the 
audience to see” (2013b). This offers an interesting dilemma for the screenwriting 
researcher, who finds herself producing a research work in a form that is designed to 
hide its own mechanics. What I hope I am offering, nonetheless, is (Holloway 2013, 
p. 138): 
 
a new body of evidence, but one which [has] been brought into being in a 
different way because this creative activity [is] positioned in academia; critical 
thought was present throughout the text’s composition, at least in the 
background, because it has to be. 
 
By working within the constraints of screenwriting orthodoxy, then, my creative 
practice approach hopes to bring new insight to those very conventions.  This PhD has 
taken an approach that believes “creative research works out, through doing, how to 
                                                
6 See Taylor (2014, 2015b).  
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best go about producing desired effects” (Bolt, MacNeill & Ednie-Brown 2014, p. 
91). The ‘doing’ is demonstrated by the work of the screenplay (Part 2), and the 
‘effects’ reflected upon in Part 3.  Part 1, which follows, sets the scene. 
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PART ONE: EXPOSITION 
 
Backstory 
 
In 1981, I wrote my own episode of Are You Being Served? (Lloyd, Jeremy & Croft 
1972), a popular British sitcom that ran for ten seasons, finishing in 1985. My group 
of peers were also fans and, in this instance, my commissioners. Together we 
brainstormed ideas for the story – thus, although I was unaware at the time, I headed 
what I now know to be my first story meeting – after which I went home and wrote 
the script. Upon completion, I had effectively written a ‘spec script’, or a sample 
episode for an existing television series, an exercise undertaken by screenwriters to 
submit as a written audition from which to be considered a writer on that show or one 
like it. Even had I known of such processes, I do not rate the chances of the BBC 
importing a 12-year-old girl from the colonies to be a staff writer, but I can recall (the 
unreliability of memory notwithstanding) that I was unwaveringly faithful to the 
premise and tone, having grown up a fan of the series that began when I was three. In 
a storyline that had apparently never occurred to creators Jeremy Lloyd and David 
Croft, the staff members of Grace Brothers were trapped in the store overnight.  They 
were characters “struggling through an untenable situation, trying their best without 
giving up hope” (Kaplan 2013, p. 115). Mayhem predictably ensued, as did several 
naïve references to Mrs Slocombe’s pussy, for which I had yet to understand the 
innuendo. 
 Destined for a live performance, the project was abandoned after a 
controversial incident involving the popular cast ritual of calculating the lines of 
dialogue per character. It transpired that Miss Brahms, the young shop assistant 
played by Wendy Richards, had nearly twice as many lines as the other characters, 
and this was ruled incompatible with a faithful rendering of this popular sitcom.  
While I should reveal, in the interests of full disclosure, that I had been cast in the role 
of Miss Brahms, I protest now as I did then that this was not the reason for her sudden 
rise in the ranks. Perhaps because she was the character closest to my age and class, I 
genuinely found her to be the funniest. I was thus inspired, as Jacey writes in her 
pioneering screenwriting manual The Woman in the Story, to “illuminate [my] 
character’s individuality and the specific nature of the culture she lives within” 
(2010b, p. 32) while seeking to “celebrate women in their ordinary lives” (Jacey 
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2010b, p. 6). It is also possible this anecdote demonstrates an early commitment to 
addressing the underrepresented female perspective in screen comedies. 
 From 2003 I did, as it happens, begin a career as a writer for television in New 
Zealand. This was first facilitated by being interned, through the process of 
completing my Master of Arts, with an Auckland production company dedicated to 
M!ori broadcasting. There I honed my craft as a storyliner and scriptwriter on a 
bilingual (English/M!ori) soap opera and (several years, projects and companies later) 
was optioned as the co-creator of a prime-time sitcom. The experience of developing 
and writing the scripts for the latter, and watching the show’s evolution through script 
development, production, post-production and broadcast left me with questions about 
screenwriting, script development and women in comedy. It is not useful here to 
dwell upon what happened in the gap between expectation and outcome, adding my 
account to those legions of screenwriters experiencing “the widespread and 
sometimes inevitable practices of collaboration” which make for “a chaotic affair that 
removes any sense of authorial control and structure” (Price 2010). My story would 
offer only a complicated and insufficient case study for this research, being one 
experience of many in my professional screenwriting practice, and the only involving 
a nexus of gender and comedy. As such, discussions of this one project would 
comprise an inadequate evidentiary contribution given I bring no other commensurate 
lived experience within which to situate it. Moreover, my proximity to the process 
while inside it renders my recollections to be, of course, entirely subjective. In other 
words, few insights from that particular project will be recruited for this investigation, 
which is only interested in my prior industry experience as a springboard into the 
research (and because I draw on screenwriting skills from this experience). More 
pertinent, in terms of the reflective analysis element of my methodology (as discussed 
in Part 3), will be how the practice of writing the screenplay speaks to the research 
and vice versa. 
 Suffice then to say that for me the comedy-gender divide is not an abstract 
concept, nor the notion of a diminished female perspective from script to screen. 
From lived experience has come an intellectual interest in screen comedy and, in 
particular, what processes are necessary, in scripting and production, to develop 
female perspectives in the same. This has led to the creative component of the 
research: the writing of a screenplay for a female-centered comedy feature, and the 
central research question underpinning the whole project. For now, I offer a proposal: 
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that the gender biases residing within the comedy-gender divide are self-perpetuating 
(particularly, for my purposes, in regard to screen comedies), that is to say, culturally 
entrenched beliefs around women’s ‘funniness’ inflect the script development and 
production processes inherent in the creation of those comedies that marginalise the 
participation and representation of women, and in turn the same ingrained societal 
beliefs are reinforced by those screenworks. This research, then, is interested in 
examining the component parts of this cycle, as well as the script development 
processes within, in order to hopefully offer a circuit breaker in the form of new ways 
to think about the female perspective in comedy screenwriting and script development 
practices. Part 3 will further discuss the ‘flipped-reality’ and Point-of-You devices (for 
narrative and scene text respectively) with which I have experimented to that end.  
As Macdonald notes of screenwriting, “A writer learns and adopts normative 
practices in order to work within the industry and has no means of engaging critically 
with these practices unless they have sufficient status to do so” (2004, p. 150). I came 
to the academy to refine and deepen my practice (in the context of my developing 
research interests in comedy and gender) hoping for a space to facilitate screenwriting 
“informed more by discipline specific knowledge than by commercial demands or the 
expectations of wider audiences or readerships” (Baker 2013, p. 5).  This is not to say 
that the ‘industry’ is incapable of facilitating processes that leave room for discovery, 
rather that these discoveries might be limited to explorations of content – specifically 
the content of the work commissioned, which must necessarily remain formally 
restrained to its brief. In other words, “understanding that Creative Writing is an 
activity that does not necessarily have a material (commercial) outcome” allows me 
“to consider that creative practice can in fact be a research methodology, not merely 
an end product to complement any traditional research” that I have conducted (Batty 
2013, p. 15). 
I suggest, then, my backstory brings me into a community of practice that 
comprises not only working screenwriters (most particularly those working within 
forms of live-action fiction), but also screenwriting researchers. Paul Williams 
suggests that in an academic context, “narrative fiction in some way should perform 
the function of interrogating important academic issues and problems” (2013, p. 250).   
Part Two: Screenplay offers the performance of my interrogation.  The rest of Part 
One, into which this discussion now takes us, identifies those academic issues and 
problems, beginning with Perspective.  
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Perspective 
 
WILLIAM 
My best friend slipped – she slipped downstairs, cracked her 
back and she’s in a wheelchair for the rest of her life.  You 
know, all I’m asking for is a normal amount of perspective. 
 
ANNA 
You’re right: of course, you’re right.  It’s just that I’ve 
dealt with this garbage for ten years – you’ve had it for ten 
minutes.  Our perspectives are very different. 
 
In the above exchange from romantic comedy Notting Hill (Curtis 1999), William and 
Anna are discussing the impact of the paparazzi gathered outside William’s door.  
William wants Anna to apply “a normal amount of perspective” to their situation. He 
uses the word ‘perspective’ in a way that requests objectivity, a way that asks that 
someone see ‘the bigger picture’. In other words, William is using the word 
perspective to mean “the ability to think about problems and decisions in a reasonable 
way without exaggerating their importance” (The Oxford Advanced Learner's 
Dictionary  2010, p. 1132). In her rejoinder, Anna uses the same word, with 
emphasis, to rebut his suggestion, by using its alternate meaning. By reminding him 
that their “perspectives are different” she is talking about “a particular attitude 
towards something, a way of thinking about something” (The Oxford Advanced 
Learner's Dictionary  2010, p. 1132), in other words, their viewpoints, their 
individual outlooks on the world that are a result of their experiences of it. This 
research pivots upon the latter notion. 
 Interestingly, another leading dictionary excludes this possible definition from 
one of its smaller editions; it does however remind us that perspective is also a 
technique, “a method of drawing that gives the effect of solidity and relative distances 
and sizes” (Collins Gem English Dictionary Gift Edition  2010, p. 432). With this in 
mind, I turned to the graphic arts, stepping briefly into this neighbouring discourse as 
a possible source of tools, where it is clear there are specific techniques for drawing 
perspective from which to potentially take inspiration. In the optimistically titled 
Perspective Without Pain, Phil Metzer suggests “In order to draw well, four things are 
needed: 1. Seeing 2. Understanding. 3. Practice 4. Technique” (1992, p. 1). He later 
explains those first two steps: “Seeing accurately and abstractly gives you the ability 
to render a subject with mechanical exactness; understanding the subject enables you 
to give it soul” (Metzger 1992, p. 2). If we substitute ‘subject’ for ‘protagonist’ in 
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order to apply this idea to screenwriting practice, we uncover a challenging task – to 
at once understand the protagonist and see her accurately and abstractly7.  
 I will revisit this idea shortly, but for now it might be useful to discuss the 
notion of perspective as it is defined in other areas, namely the areas with which 
screenwriting intersects: screen production and creative writing. Of the former, 
filmmaking scholar David MacDougall suggests (1998, p. 101) (emphasis in 
original): 
 
The modes of perspective in film are sometimes difficult to disentangle 
because in narrative they need not conform to literal point of view, and in 
description they can be confused with the filmmaker’s first person role as the 
source of the film’s narration.  
  
In attempting, via the practice of writing the screenplay, to uncover ‘modes of 
perspective’ from a screenwriting approach, I have discovered similarly tangled 
notions pertaining to point of view and an assumed narratival voice. Of literary prose, 
Claudia Sternberg suggests it is a narrative agent “which determines the narrative 
perspective of the text” that in turn “has the potential to create subjective and interior 
views” (1997, p. 131). This idea is extended in Bordwell’s observation: “By confining 
the text to the limited viewpoint of the implied subject of the perspectival picture, the 
novelist makes language a vehicle for vision” (1985, p. 8). This statement is of 
particular interest regarding the goals of this research (and, of course, making 
‘language a vehicle for vision’ is the aim of every screenwriter), in that it describes a 
way of using text to harness a particular viewpoint. However, the scope for using text 
in such a way, as I will later argue, can be limited by screenwriting orthodoxy.  
In any kind of writing, perspective is a concept that sometimes gets conflated 
with ‘point-of-view’, and this is probably particularly tempting for screenwriters - 
given that point-of-view is also a cinematic term. However, as Robert Stam points 
out, “The term ‘point-of-view’ is somewhat problematic because it gestures in so 
many directions at once” (2005, p. 38). Gérard Genette’s notion of focalisation is 
useful here whereby he, as Stam summarises, “distinguishes between narration (who 
speaks or tells) and focalisation (who sees)” (2005, p. 39). This may be especially 
germane to comedy screenwriting, considering “Comedy exists in the eye – the rods 
                                                
7 A full analysis of graphic perspective is beyond the scope of this PhD, but for a useful and 
comprehensive summary, especially in the context of film narration see Bordwell (1985, pp. 4-7). 
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and cones – of your character. What they see and what they know” (Kaplan 2013, p. 
106). As John Vorhaus maintains “The comic perspective is a character’s unique way 
of looking at his [sic] world, which differs in a clear and substantial way from the 
‘normal’ world view” (1994, p. 26). Andrew Horton agrees, “so much of comedy 
does depend on perspective” (1991, p. 15).  
This makes me consider how, as a practitioner, I may come to understand 
perspective, given that it is a not a widely used term in screenwriting discourse, at 
least, rarely mentioned as a consideration in and of itself in the same way that 
concepts like theme, structure, narrative, character, dialogue and visual storytelling 
will warrant their own chapters in screenwriting manuals. Indeed, perspective is often 
subsumed by these categories. For example, Zara Waldeback and Craig Batty suggest, 
“Writing visually is about revealing and creating perspective” (2012, p. 144) as part 
of their chapter on visual storytelling. Others, like Ken Dancyger and Jeff Rush, 
allude to perspective in discussions of point-of-view (which usually falls under the 
broader category of narrative), suggesting, for example: “point-of-view sequences 
[are] all built around the same notion of replacing the omniscient narrator with a 
character narrator” (2007, p. 239). Linda Seger similarly discusses point-of-view 
when explaining the construction of the Scene asking, “Who do I care about, identify 
with, follow in this film? To what extent do I see the story through a specific person’s 
point of view?” (1994, p. 90). McKee’s privileging of protagonist point-of-view8 
could likewise be read as an endorsement of the important of perspective (1997, p. 
364): 
 
It enhances the telling to style the whole story from the protagonist’s Point of 
View - to discipline yourself to the protagonist, make him [sic] the center of 
your imaginative universe, and bring the whole story, event by event, to the 
protagonist.  The audience witnesses events only as the protagonist encounters 
them,  
 
He goes on to point out, “This, clearly, is the far more difficult way to tell story” 
(emphasis added), noting “to bring audience members to a complex and deeply 
satisfying relationship with just one character” is to have “done far more than most 
films” (1997, p. 364).  
                                                
8 I should acknowledge that this research and practice likewise focuses (mostly) upon sole-protagonist 
narratives, as to do otherwise would be beyond the parameters of my endeavour.  I do, however, 
incorporate discussion and critique of the dominance of such individuated narratives in Part 3.  
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The reasons that might make such specificity of perspective ‘difficult’ for a 
screenwriter are discussed at the end of Part 1, but as Linda Aronson observes more 
broadly, “One of the most frequent problems in any kind of writing is not getting 
what’s in your head onto the page” (2010, p. 39). This is particularly germane to 
screenplays given their readers are not the audience but those who will deliver to 
them the arising screenwork – which, as Peter Bloore points out, “can get stronger as 
more people contribute and bring their own strengths to it, but it can also get more 
diluted and confused” (2012, p. 4). My practice is interested, then, in the ways in 
which screenwriters may strengthen protagonal9 perspectives (particularly, for my 
purposes, female perspectives) so that these can avoid becoming a casualty of this 
projected confusion. In other words, how might a screenwriter account for, in her 
practice, potential assumptions of universal subjectivity on the part of future readers, 
especially given the medium of film where already “the existence of narrative 
perspective […] is still under discussion” (Sternberg 1997, p. 131)?   
Historically, as Bordwell has uncovered, there existed a theory that in 
literature there are “two narrational methods: the pictorial, which represents the 
action in the mirror of a character’s consciousness; and the dramatic which neutrally 
presents [the action]” (1985, p. 8) (emphasis added)10. We might expect to explore a 
protagonal perspective with the former (given its stakes in the character’s 
consciousness), but for the fact there also exists the assumption that “in film the 
narrative ‘voice’ usually tends to be impersonal” (Reitz 1978, p. 187). Sternberg 
explains, “As narrative agents are usually absent from [the dramatic], it has been 
concluded, in an analogous fashion, that narrative perspective is not a structural 
feature of film either” (1997, p. 131).    
 Because a ‘neutral presentation’ of narrative will never, of course, be neutral, 
this all has extra ramifications for protagonists who sit outside of the heterosexual, 
cisgendered, white, male referent occupying a so-called ‘universal’ subjectivity. This 
is later compounded by the fact that script development “Usually occurs within pre-
set parameters of norms, orthodoxies and institutions, and is subject to social and 
                                                
9 I have taken the liberty of inventing the term ‘protagonal’, to stand in as an adjectival form of the 
word ‘protagonist’ (where, to my knowledge, there was not one previously). This has proved to be an 
expedient option, given the prevalence of references to protagonists and, therefore, concepts pertaining 
them. 
10 Bordwell credits this theory to Percy Lubbock and discusses it in the context of other, equally 
contestable, propositions. 
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cultural conditions of production, including the exercise of individual power and of 
collaborative behavior” (Macdonald, IW 2013, p. 5).  
So while screenwriting books tell us “the audience needs to walk each step 
with this protagonist, in their shoes” (Aronson 2010, p. 55), what has arguably not 
been taken into account by much of screenwriting discourse is how a screenwriter 
might develop techniques to address perspectival concerns and fuse a protagonist’s 
perspective to the page.  
I have written elsewhere of the screenwriter’s fragile intentionality (as well as 
the ambiguity in scholarly and industry discourse around the role and function of the 
screenplay itself), and provided accounts of when screenwriters have taken the 
recourse of hyphenating their role (writer-director, writer-producer) to empower 
themselves creatively11. In other words, outside the parameters of this research there 
is more to be mined in terms of how scripts are developed by production teams and, to 
ask (as Bloore has already) “when precisely does collaboration become 
compromise?” (2012, p. 4). Instead, this research is focused on the ways in which 
screenwriting practice can be informed by wider understandings of script 
development when considering protagonal perspectives, especially for protagonists 
that sit outside of the referents that constitute the universal subject. For instance, as 
screenwriter Diana Ossana12 has noted of script development processes “I’ve learned 
that compromise is a double-edged sword: it’s both inevitable and something to be 
careful about when making changes to one’s script, particularly with regard to a 
character’s behavior” (2015) (emphasis added). 
Here it is useful to borrow again from Genette who suggests (of literary prose) 
there is “a confusion between the question who is the character whose point of view 
orients the narrative perspective? And the very different question who is the 
narrator?” (1980, p. 186) (emphases in original). When screenplays are developed 
according to a traditional three-act structure, it might be argued that the structure itself 
is that narrator – in that, as Dancyger and Rush argue, it “is designed to divert our 
intention from narration and suggest that the story tells itself” (2007, p. 36). If, then, 
Genette’s second question is already answered, there may be a tendency to presume 
we have also already answered the first (if, indeed, we are aware this is also a 
question). By asking (to repeat) ‘who is the character whose point of view orients the 
                                                
11 See Taylor (2014, 2015b, 2015c), Batty and Taylor (2015) and Taylor and Batty (2015).  
12 Credits include Brokeback Mountain (McMurtry & Ossana 2005). 
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narrative perspective?’ we ensure the narrative is guided by the protagonist’s 
perspectival orientation and all that might mean. As MacDougall notes, “perspective 
is not a function of who is seeing or speaking but rather an indicator of a primary 
locus of expression […] In this sense, it is not inherent but assigned” (1998, p. 101) 
(emphasis in original). 
In other words, it is one thing to ask ‘whose story is it?’ but it is another 
maintaining consistent commitment to that character’s subjectivity – especially if it is 
already a marginalised one. If the perspective is not clear on the page, it leaves itself 
open to readers’ possible tendencies to pull the narrative toward a default, ‘universal’ 
perspective. We might then draw an analogy with what is known in graphic arts as the 
central perspective, in which multiple lines “converge to a single central vanishing 
point” (Bordwell 1985, p. 5). It is here, in this vanishing point, where a screenplay 
could be in danger of losing its protagonal perspective. 
As part of his discussion on character – as distinct from the contexts discussed 
earlier such as narrative and visual storytelling – Syd Field offers another way of 
thinking about perspective, if not explicitly using the term (2003, p. 57) (emphases in 
original):    
  
What about your character’s point of view – the way he or she views the 
world?  […]  There’s an ancient Hindu scripture titled Yoga Vasistha, which 
states that ‘the World is as you see it.’  [It is] how we see the world, that 
determines our experience.  
 
Connecting ‘perspective’ and ‘experience’ – as will be revisited with specific 
reference to postmodern feminism and female perspectives (and their place in 
screenplays and comedy) – may well be a strategy for counteracting potential 
tendencies, in screenwriting and script development, to conjure homogenised, or 
‘vanishing’, perspectives. My experiments with content (‘flipped-reality’) and form 
(‘Point-of-You’) in screenwriting are where these investigations have taken my 
creative practice research through the writing of the screenplay, as will be explored in 
Part 3. For now, I contextualise my practice within the mainstream frameworks and 
discuss their influence upon the various elements of screenwriting practice. 
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Mainstream screenwriting models, conventions and script development 
 
 
VANESSA 
Babies need a lot of things.  I want everything to be just 
right.  
 
(Cody 2007, p. 57) 
 
Diablo Cody, her Academy Award winning screenplay for Juno (quoted above) 
notwithstanding, claims to have avoided the usual hallmarks of mainstream film’s 
screenplay structures, telling an interviewer, “People don't have these tidy little 
redemption arcs in reality the way they do in movies” (Ashlock 2011). In a similar 
critique, Dancyger & Rush challenge the three-act-structure, asking, “Suppose the 
world we know is more likely to be marked by small missteps, unexpected tenderness, 
and, most of all, a lack of overriding predetermined purpose or clarity?” (2007, p. 29).   
However, the three-act paradigm cannot be ignored given, as Batty points out, it “is 
the most understood and widely used base for screenplay narrative” (2012, p. 78).  He 
goes on to propose, “it’s the base for understanding all other structural models” (2012, 
p. 78) – and, by these, he specifically means frameworks for film screenplays. While 
this section serves to examine the connection between script development and these 
traditional frameworks (to which the creative component of this research responds), 
overall, it is offered as an overview of the available literature around screenwriting 
practice in the industrial mainstream, to give context to forthcoming analyses of the 
same when discussing more particular research themes and objectives. As such, 
connecting these practices to the funny, female perspectives of the research question 
is (mostly) held over to the end of Part 1 when a final section will consolidate the 
arguments introduced over this first part of the dissertation.  
 
Script Development 
 
Script development is a slippery category in that it is a term used in various ways. On 
the one hand, it is often used to describe the process of bringing a draft to completion 
from an initial idea – that is to say, in some contexts (industrial or otherwise) script 
development simply means ‘writing the screenplay’. On the other, some use the term 
to describe the whole progression from script-to-screen. The few available defining 
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statements suggest, for the most part, that script development is market driven13, and 
used as an overarching term collating the various processes deemed necessary to 
bring a particular script or idea to the screen – a practical understanding that might 
vary significantly between networks, studios, collaborations and individual 
practitioners14. From the perspective of screenwriting practice, script development 
includes the various preparatory processes of bringing an idea to the page (creating 
memorable, believable characters, building a world, and so on), it no doubt includes 
the writing and rewriting of drafts and, in most professional instances, the 
incorporation, by the screenwriter, of ideas, notes and changes from those in various 
executive or production roles. But depending on the circumstances by which the 
screenwriter comes to the script (for example, independently, optioned or by 
commission), and the procedures that follow in bringing the script to the screen (for 
instance, how the script might continue to change in the production process), it can be 
difficult to determine where script development begins and ends. As Barbara Schock 
argues “Screenwriting is the only form of writing that’s often done by committee […] 
The material then becomes attenuated and the ideas diffuse” (1995). These types of 
discourse (and, in my case, lived experience) raise questions around how perspectives 
shift in the evolution of page to screen over what may be solely interpretative, rather 
than consultative, practices grounded in mainstream, cultural thought. 
As Bloore attests, “Strictly speaking development can be done by a single 
writer working entirely on his [sic] own, but since it is an industrial process it is 
usually [a collaboration]” (2012, p. 11) (emphasis in original). Thus my screenplay, 
though developed in the mode of individual practice, is interested in the ways in 
which protagonal perspective might be rendered with unique clarity, given most 
screenplays will enter a period of collaborative script development within the contexts 
that this section explores. This research, in order to offer itself as a useful contribution 
to the field, must acknowledge the screenplay is “what you, as the writer, think you’re 
writing, but of course it does not exist except as an imaginary concept” (MacDonald, 
IW 2013, p. 4).  In other words, an exploration of how screenwriting practice methods 
                                                
13 See, for example, Cleary (2013a) and Bloore (2012, p. 9) 
14 It may be useful to point out I am restricting this discussion to script development practices 
pertaining to feature film screenplays, in line with the focus of the critical and creative components of 
this PhD.  I have written elsewhere (Taylor 2015c) of how script development practices are navigated 
across different screenworks, especially network television where the professional practice that 
inspired this research was centred, and where notions of television being a ‘writer’s medium’ may be 
over-emphasised.  
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can be developed to fuse female perspectives to the page must necessarily be 
informed by an understanding of the mainstream cultures of script development, if we 
are to consider the screenplay in its capacity as a contribution to the production of a 
screenwork.  
 One generally accepted view of script development is that its progression is 
linear (much like conventional narrative). Alec McAulay recognises the folly of such 
an assumption (2014, p. 190) (emphasis added): 
 
Received wisdom on the script-to-screen process infers that it is one of 
continual improvement and enhancement […] And yet it stands to reason that 
the script-to-screen process does not always work effectively; that, 
theoretically at least, the ideal film is not always the one projected on screen, 
and that the best film achievable may in fact have been Draft 5 of a script that 
progressed in diminishing quality from that point on for another six drafts due 
to some misfire in the collaborative process.  
 
We might revise, then, and decide that the misconception is not that script 
development is linear (after all, even a line travels infinitely in either direction) rather 
that it operates like a ray – a line that goes infinitely in one direction but not the other.   
Macdonald similarly suggests a more one-way progression, noting, “as the 
screenwork develops, each draft script becomes one more fixed version of the screen 
idea. The final film – the screenwork – is another such version” (2013, p. 4) 
(emphasis added). 
Like McAulay, Cleary believes script development processes should not go 
unchallenged, pointing out that the “universally accepted process for reading, 
assessing, analysing and (we think) improving scripts and stories in order to ready 
them for production […] wasn’t always this way” (2013a). Although Cleary 
acknowledges the advantages of having “a shared language in relation to script[ing] 
[…] and ultimately how we talk about the story” he points out “the way of thinking 
and talking about story that we always do now in development has not always been 
around, [it did not] really exist much before the 1970s” (2013a). Cleary offers this 
view to discourage fixed ideas within cultures of script development, by suggesting a 
relatively short history of current methodologies that should not be, therefore, 
considered irreversibly established15. I include it here to reiterate that the research into 
                                                
15 Millard makes a connection to a longer Hollywood history whereby “development of feature-length 
film contributed to a scriptwriting process in which […] [f]our or five experts discussed the script in 
detail and attempted to eliminate every flaw in structure before passing it on to the director” (2014, p. 
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marginalised (female) perspectives, and the perspectival techniques developed 
through the creative practice approach of the research, are offered in consideration of 
these broader elements of screenwriting practice and, potentially, to trouble 
entrenched ideas of script development by contributing new ideas and techniques. 
From a creative writing research standpoint, described by Graeme Harper and 
Jeri Kroll as “concerned with actions as well as outcomes [and] with the individual as 
well as the culture” (2013, p. 2), it should be noted there is a wider study to be had 
around the role of the writer in script development processes. Already, within existing 
screenwriting scholarship, are explorations into the marginalisation of the screenplay 
itself, whether that be in industrial or academic contexts. As I have argued before 
(Taylor 2015b) there may be some relationship between ambivalences around the 
screenplay-as-object and the disappearing writer in cultures of script development. 
This air of instability around the screenplay is compounded, as Price puts it, by ‘its 
troublesome ghostliness in relation to the film:  it is both absent and present, dead and 
alive, erased yet detectable’ (2010, p. xi). I suggest that further research consider that 
this limited view of the screenplay’s function also negates a screenwriter’s experience 
of her practice, but note that this would necessarily acknowledge that, when looking 
to wider cultures of script development, these exclusionary practices are not always 
the case16. 
 Whether considering mainstream script development in individual or 
collaborative contexts, it is arguably informed by “the widespread belief in clichéd 
rules of story development” and “an obsession with the mechanics of plot and action 
[which] have to do with a desire to devise a formula for screenplays so they can 
imitate and repeat prior box office successes” (Schock 1995). Considering, then, this 
industrial element to script development, it may well follow that screenplays are 
developed according to models that are familiar, rather than (as Margot Nash 
envisions) “a discovery driven uncertain process, in search of originality, story and 
meaning” (2014, p. 99).  
                                                                                                                                      
160).   In a similar vein, Bridget Conor’s research into screenwriting (in the context of creative labour) 
traces the separation of writers and directors in Hollywood studio structures.  She notes that by the 
1930s this practice was more far reaching (2013, p. 44). 
16 See, just for example, High Tide (1987) screenwriter Laura Jones’ accounts cited in Mccreadie 
(2006, p. 81), and French’s study of the ‘team’ approach including Australia’s Working Dog Inc. and 
Gecko (2003, p. 295-308). 
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   Thus to have a broad understanding of screenwriting practice and script 
development, and situate oneself as a practitioner or screenwriting researcher within 
it, it is important to investigate the dominant screenwriting frameworks and the 
conventions within, to inform this research both critically and creatively.  
 
Models 
 
The screenwriting guides of the how-to market usually break a screenplay down into 
separate elements. Andrew Miller argues (of prose, but his case may have some 
relevance here), “To slice up fiction into categories such as ‘plot’, ‘voice’, ‘point of 
view’, ‘characterisation’ is to risk presenting in a way that neither writer nor reader 
normally experiences it” (2012, p. 7). He proposes the alternate possibility that, 
“Stories when they come, come in bloody organic gobs, as though gouged out of the 
living fabric of the world” (2012, p. 7).  What follows is a discussion of the ways in 
which screenwriting orthodoxy limits or enhances practice with these kinds of 
demarcation. 
 My screenplay has been written according to the guidelines of sequencing 
theory within the familiar three-act structure. “A sequence” writes Melvyn P. Heyes, 
“is a scene, or a series of connected scenes, that present a succession of directly 
related events or ideas that constitutes and advances a distinct component of the 
narrative, plot and/or character development” (2012, p. 219). It is generally 
understood that the sequencing model of screenwriting employs eight sequences17. To 
elaborate in slightly more detail – and to borrow key points from Batty’s useful 
summary (2012, pp. 90-1) – the method follows a formula whereby the first of the 
eight sequences establishes normality and a disturbance, the second a struggle and 
decision, with a third (which begins Act 2) introducing a plan of action.  The fourth 
sequence builds (through increased protagonal effort) to a midpoint, which introduces 
a new direction (and thus new protagonal tactics) in the fifth. Sequence 6 usually 
builds to the ‘low point’ that ends Act 2, with Sequence 7 beginning the third act and 
introducing a new choice that leads to the resolution of Sequence 8.    
 To situate this framework within screenwriting practice more broadly, then, it 
is useful to provide a brief outline of the dominant screenwriting structures and the 
                                                
17 It should be noted that Heyes has developed his own sequencing model consisting of 19-sequences, 
see Heyes (2012, pp. 215-38). 
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literature surrounding them. 
  Jacey suggests “Screenwriting guides have a complex and wide range of 
source bases” (2010a, p. 9), providing a useful overview whereby Christopher 
Vogler’s influential The Writer’s Journey (2007) derives from the mythology of 
Joseph Campbell and the psychology of Carl Jung, McKee’s equally prominent Story 
(1997) endorsing “a universal truth in storytelling based on Aristotelian principles, 
with a strong emphasis on structure, theme and antagonism” (2010a, p. 9) and other 
approaches (including those by Field and Snyder previously mentioned) presenting 
“creative formulas for success in Hollywood derived from analyses of successful 
films” (2010a, p. 9). Those of the latter overwhelmingly lead, as per Batty’s earlier 
suggestion, to various slants on the three-act paradigm. Indeed, Field’s 1979 
Screenplay: the foundations of screenwriting is the publication widely credited for 
canonising this framework. One exception worth noting here is Kristin Thompson’s 
Storytelling in the New Hollywood (1999) which identifies, from a wide sample of 
analysis, four acts comprising a set-up, complicating action, development, and climax.  
The sequencing theory, as presented in guides by Gulino (2004) and Keith Giglio 
(2012) – and used to develop Funny/Peculiar – is another example of a model derived 
from film analysis18 that offers a way into the three-act structure.  
 Seger offers another way to break down the pervasive three-act structure, 
suggesting it follows five steps, the Set-Up, First Turning Point, Second Turning 
Point, Climax and Resolution (1994, p. 20). These fall within specific page counts, 
corresponding with different goals for each act, whereby “The development of Act 
One is different from the development of Act Two. The pacing of Act Three is 
usually faster than that of the other two acts” (1994, p. 20). Snyder’s model breaks it 
down differently again, with fifteen story beats all corresponding to exacting page 
numbers in the screenplay, such as the page 55 midpoint, or moment on page 75 
where all is lost (2005, pp. 82-6). Aronson – whose own approach breaks the three 
acts down to protagonist-driven nine-point plan19, using the Cinderella story to road 
test the template (2000, p. 48) – suggests the different approaches to the three acts 
“are all related to movement and a journey” and employ metaphors such as “travelling 
a road, moving full circle, climbing a mountain range” (2010, p. 53).  
                                                
18 In Gulino’s case, three of the films in his case studies were “written consciously in sequences.  [His] 
analyses seek to uncover the sequence structure that exists” in the others (2004, p. 19).    
19 Aronson calls this the Smiley/Thompson model for the playwrights from whom it derives. 
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 It is my contention that script development processes draw extensively from 
such mainstream screenwriting models – as we might expect, given “the very identity 
of something like a screenplay is based on what is known, and what is already past 
[…] Any departure from these ‘principles’, it is implied, runs the risk of losing the 
viewer” (MacDonald, IW 2013, p. 3). But the pressure to conform to the hegemonic 
methodology/ies is, as Cleary points out, relatively new. He laments that it was only 
forty years ago when the “development methodology was determined by the 
filmmaker, [but now] the methodology determines how we develop” (2013a). An 
example of the fallout, according to Cleary, sees screenplays “sent through 
development processes, which are using ideas and techniques designed by and for 
mass production” (2013a), which then serve to “push stories into one kind of direction 
of uniformity” (2013a). Macdonald acknowledges “Defying the three-act structure 
paradigm may always be difficult” and, moreover, “It would be difficult, when 
analyzing a screenplay using any such method, not to regard it as ‘faulty’ if it did not 
conform to the general requirement of rising action” (2013, p. 49). 
Nash agrees that, by extension, “How-to books inevitably become the grail for 
aspiring screenwriters, yet those who dutifully follow the rules all too often produce 
formulaic screenplays that fail to ignite the imagination” (2014, p. 97). Adrian Martin 
takes this further, particularly in the local context of this research, contending (1999, 
p. 25):  
 
In Australia, the curse of the scriptwriting manual has had clearly deleterious 
effects on the state of filmmaking itself […] This leads to movies empty of 
dramatic ambiguity, where every deep, psychological motivation is spelt out 
verbally, and the final resolution of the ‘central conflict’ is foreseeable five 
minutes in. 
 
The ‘central conflict’ to which he refers – put simply, the tension between what the 
protagonist wants and what is stopping her from getting it – is often considered 
critical and non-negotiable for a screenplay’s narrative in mainstream traditions of 
script development. However, within the scholarship and discourse around two of my 
project’s major strands – female perspective and comedy – alternative possibilities are 
offered. Of extending our ideas of ‘story’ beyond what she contends are masculine 
driven models, Jacey wonders, “why is it that as a dramatic principle union is so often 
overlooked?” (2010b, p. 139). Meanwhile Kaplan, of comedy, contests that a central 
conflict has to be manufactured: “you don’t need to invent a conflict in comedy.  
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Given the fact that human beings are involved, conflict is inevitable. Living is 
conflict” (2013, p. 45) (emphasis in original). Martin welcomes such alternative 
viewpoints, claiming “the script manual industry […] limit[s] what is possible in 
cinema” because “the composite model of the ‘well made’ film is used as a forcible 
grid” (1999, p. 24). As will later be discussed, these ‘limited possibilities’ informing 
screenwriting practice may well, from Jacey and Kaplan’s observations alone, be a 
compromising factor when developing female centred comedies within these 
conventions. 
In her guide to creative writing, novelist Kate Grenville encourages writers to 
recognise a mind “full of voices, whispering advice to us about how to write” (1990, 
p. 1) with a view to rejecting such dictums as “First work out what you want to say” 
(1990, p. 2). Grenville believes “many writers can’t work this way because they don’t 
quite know what they want to say until they’ve said it” (1990, p. 2). Notably, the 
prominent guides for screenwriters rarely, if ever, recommend similar flexibility of 
approach. For instance, Aronson maintains, “you need to understand your film’s 
scenario and message so that later you know the function of each scene” (2010, p. 
39), even though this does not necessarily reflect the reality of all screenwriting 
practice (including my own, as discussed in Part 3). US writer-director Nicole 
Holofcener admits she finds it difficult to answer journalists’ questions about what 
drew her to particular themes because “once I start writing, things pop up out of 
nowhere” (2011, p. vi). She explains, “When the script is done, of course, I can see 
that all of these issues and themes are things that are very important or interesting to 
me.  But if I had planned on writing about them […] I think I would have been 
overwhelmed” (2011, pp. vi-vii).  On the process of writing her screenplay for The 
Future (2011a), screenwriter and filmmaker Miranda July similarly reflects, “the 
movie was turning out to be about faith, mostly about the nightmare of not having it” 
(2011b, p. 8) (emphasis added).   
Aronson acknowledges “many very experienced screenwriters say they write 
without a plan” but warns, “you will usually find that they possess enormous 
experience, high skill levels and an awe-inspiring combination of objectivity and 
mental toughness” (2010, p. 31). These kinds of statement are not atypical in 
screenwriting discourse, which will often warn that you stray from the guidelines at 
your peril, cautionary tales that make up part of what Bridget Conor calls the “know 
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your place” discourse around screenwriting, to which the manuals contribute (2015, p. 
119).  Of course there are exceptions, and Gulino maintains (2004, p. 6): 
  
A writer that understands this as the basic task – keeping the audience 
attention on what comes next – is free to go about it in any way her 
imagination and inventiveness allows. If a writer realizes that whatever 
patterns or rules she encounters in dramatic theory or in screenwriting manuals 
(including this one) are to be understood as tools to this end, she will be 
empowered to employ them in more interesting ways than are possible when 
seeking to adhere to the ‘rules’ or formula above all else.  
 
However, as Nash attests, “The pressure to follow a market-driven development 
process has led many aspiring screenwriters to embrace the script rules and structural 
templates without question” (2014, p. 99). This research serves, in part, to question 
the templates and also the rules, which is where the discussion takes us next. 
 
Conventions   
 
Screenwriting conventions have arrived to facilitate an ease of reading essential to 
any writing, including screenplays and (many screenplays’ predecessor) the treatment.  
In this way, traditional models of screenwriting dictate the screenwriter be as 
dexterous with prose as she is with the action/dialogue combination of writing scripts, 
and in both cases, should not put any obstacles in the way of the reader’s experience 
of the story. In other words, the practice can be demanding and complex, and all 
within a form where “the dominant focus is on rules for storytelling, proper 
construction and norms for writing” (Maras 2009, p. 170). 
Many of these conventions are those that encourage the screenplay to resist 
inclusion of anything that calls attention to its own writing, including the use of voice-
over narration, which “Film criticism has long regarded […] with suspicion” as an 
“overtly narrational function of language” (Price 2010). In the same vein, McKee 
insists the screenwriter “Eliminate all metaphor and smile that cannot pass this test: 
‘What can I see (or hear) onscreen?’” (1997, p. 396). Ann Ingelstrom also argues 
persuasively that, in screenwriting, the narrative is secondary to communicating how 
it should ultimately be visualised (2014, p. 31):   
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It is […] not what is being told […], but how it is being told: how the telling 
allows the reader to visualise the potential film. This clearly indicates that the 
screenwriter needs to not only communicate the story of the potential film but 
also, more importantly, how it should be visualised on the screen. 
 
However, some screenwriting conventions conversely seem to limit strategies for 
writing such visualisations into screenplay format.20 This discussion will focus on two 
conventions in particular – discouraging explicit mention of the camera (or attempts 
to direct the same) and edicts (such as McKee’s above) that screenwriters exclude 
what cannot literally be seen by the camera within the text. 
 It is commonly understood, in the mainstream industry at least, that screenplay 
formatting be limited to “spare storytelling and simple descriptions only” because 
“few producers will even read scripts that include anything more than this spare 
format, which should never include directorial comments, thematic interpretations, or 
camera instructions. Only ‘amateurs’ add those elements” (Caldwell 2008, p. 233).   
Paradoxically, it is more likely to be aspiring screenwriters adhering to such rules, as 
even a rudimentary reading of produced work by established writers reveals those 
screenplays to be apparently (and reasonably) exempt from such expectations.   
Instructions to exclude references to the camera are often housed in the 
context of over-stepping, that is to say, doing someone else’s job for them. McKee 
instructs: “Eliminate all camera and editing notations” suggesting “actors ignore 
behavioral description, directors laugh at […] efforts to direct the film from the page” 
(1997, p. 397). Aronson advises, “Never mention the camera by name […] Do not 
‘direct on paper’” (2010, p. 472) while Giglio, joining the chorus, agrees the 
screenwriter should “Cut camera direction.  Be stingy with dialogue directions” and 
warns “Don’t act for the actor, don’t direct for the director” (2012, p. 197). These 
standards, of course, are not without merit or legitimacy and, as Elisabeth Lewis 
Corley & Joseph Megel point out, “We do not need to hear about dolly moves if we 
can create a rhythm on the page that makes the film unspool in the mind of the reader 
as it does in the mind of the screenwriter” (2014, p. 11). Screenplays that succeed in 
this way not only hold us in the grip of the narrative but also remind us “The ontology 
                                                
20 By screenplay format I mean the post-1950s master scene script format “which only registers 
changes of place and time [and] has become the standard form” (Sternberg 1997, p. 75).  For a 
fascinating and comprehensive account of the evolution of screenplay formats see Price (2013). 
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of the screen is an absolute present tense in constant vivid movement” (McKee 1997, 
p. 395) (emphasis in original).21 
Though Ingelstrom likewise acknowledges that “most screenwriting manuals 
and how-to books especially advise against the use of camera directions” (2014, p. 
37), she encourages the recruitment of what she has identified as the extrafictional 
narrative voice in screenwriting, which includes visualisation information in the form 
of camera placement and “can be identified as conveying information that is 
concerned with the extrafictional real world and thereby addressing the intended 
reader directly” (2014, p. 35). This is counter to discourse that suggests “the writer 
must be completely invisible because nothing, including an awareness of the 
narrator’s sensibility, however unique or acute, must distract readers from the film or 
telemovie screening in their heads” (Aronson 2010, p. 469).  
Another way to direct the reader visually suggests Ingelstrom, is through the 
use of a popular device she has called  “we-formulations” which “provide a way to 
direct the reader’s visualisation as well as direct, or at least indicate, the reader’s 
emotional response” (2014, p. 40). McKee has an aversion to this strategy, 
instructing, “Eliminate ‘we see’ and ‘we hear’.  ‘We’ doesn’t exist” (1997, p. 357).  
Although, for the purposes of this critical and creative investigation into mainstream 
conventions, I have excluded ‘we-formulations’ in the screenplay, I do question rules 
around pronoun use in scene text.  The use of the inclusive third person – we and us – 
is potentially (to extend upon Ingelstrom’s idea) a tool for pulling the readers of the 
screenplay (and, by extension the eventual viewers of the film) into a shared 
narratival perspective. I discuss this (and McKee’s assertion) further in Part 3, when 
introducing my ‘Point-of-You’ experiments with the second person. But for now, the 
argument I wish to put forward is that whether or not one agrees with the importance 
of avoiding camera directions and we-formulations in screenplays, one might still 
consider that these rules decrease the available writerly options for keenly describing 
what is in the monitor of a screenwriter’s mind’s eye.   
The challenge for the screenwriter, then, expands from how to write an acute 
portrayal of what can be seen, to finding ways to describe what cannot. Didacticism 
around avoiding mention (usually in the prose narrative of the scene text) of what 
cannot be literally seen by the camera does not necessarily extend to everyone’s 
                                                
21 For one such ride, one might turn to the screenplay for The Apartment (Diamond & Wilder 1960).  
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established practice or, at least, is observed “quite flexibly by most accomplished 
screenwriters” (Price 2010, p. 113). Conventions, however, suggest that the prose 
narrative of the scene text be expressed in visual action. Moreover, dialogue is (after 
image) “a regrettable second choice” (McKee 1997, p. 397), and a character’s feelings 
and motivations are best demonstrated through their actions. If it cannot be seen on 
screen, the argument goes, it should no more be on the page – thus, do not tell the 
reader a character is (for example) anxious or disappointed, show her.    
The rules of screenwriting, then, would not seem to easily and immediately 
lend themselves to writing a watertight character’s perspective, which is a significant 
consideration for a project such as mine seeking to do just that, especially in the 
mainstream context where I believe specific perspectives may disappear inside films. 
Lucy Bolton suggests, “It is perhaps initially perplexing to talk about the visual 
representation of something so ephemeral as consciousness” (2011, p. 3) and, as the 
screenwriter knows, it is already perplexing to write the visual representation of 
anything she desires to see interpreted for the screen. I borrow briefly here from the 
philosophical notion of the ‘problem of other minds’ in order to apply it to the 
trappings of such screenwriting formulae.  As K.T. Maslin writes, “Mental states, on 
the one hand, and items of behaviour, on the other, cannot, it seems, be identified with 
each other […] Mental states stubbornly [refuse] to be reduced to behaviour” (2001, p. 
212).    
It follows, then, that conventions dictating that the interiority of characters is 
portrayed solely through action, are those same conventions that risk restricting the 
conscientious screenwriter to recruiting behaviours for her screenplay’s characters 
that are, in the long term, overly open to interpretation. This is of particular 
consideration when the screenplay is seeking a specificity of perspective – especially 
a marginalised one as the next section explores. 
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Female perspectives on screen 
 
ANNIE 
You know that dream where you’re walking down the street naked 
and everyone is looking at you? 
 
BECKY 
I love that dream. 
 
(Ephron, Ephron & Arch 1992, p. 75) 
 
 
The lines of dialogue above, from romantic comedy Sleepless in Seattle, deliver what 
comedy consultant and author Steve Kaplan identifies as “a unique view of the world”, 
one of the four elements a joke needs to accomplish in the context of narrative 
comedy (2013, p. 229). My discussion moves to comedy (specifically women in 
comedy) in the next section, but what I wish to highlight here is that Becky’s response 
reveals how she sees “the world in a unique way, not the way everybody else sees the 
world” (Kaplan 2013, p. 231). In other words, the joke reveals Becky’s perspective. 
 The title of this section is Female perspectives on screen but what I am really 
discussing here is the marginalisation (or, in some cases, absence) of female 
perspectives in contemporary, mainstream screenworks, as explored (and, perhaps, 
redressed) in the creative component of this research. A comprehensive critical 
engagement with the breadth of available scholarship around women on screen is far 
beyond the scope of this project, and as such I maintain an implicit (and occasionally 
explicit) creative practice approach throughout this section, especially in regard to the 
research objectives.   
To put it another way, the main aim of this section is to discuss whether or not 
female perspectives are missing or sidelined in these screenworks, and to suggest that 
there are fewer strategies (from the viewpoint of practice) to address such a gap than 
there are those for increasing representation – which is, although intimately 
connected to perspective, not simply the same thing. This will then serve to inform 
my forthcoming arguments around the pivotal relationships between script 
development, comedy and perspective and thus establish a case for developing 
screenwriting tools (or defining a narrative device) to strengthen those connections for 
a (funny, female) protagonist.  
I will also briefly touch upon the almost certain correlation between 
marginalised and absent female presence and perspectives on screen and the 
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underrepresentation of women in key roles of feature film production (including 
screenwriting), and by extension the different ways in which women develop creative 
work privileging female perspectives (as well as how, interestingly, this becomes a 
site of contention for screenwriters, filmmakers and comedians who resist being 
defined by their sex and/or gender). However, my key focus remains on the practice 
rather than the practitioner. To do otherwise would necessitate a lengthy critical 
engagement with theories of (female/feminist/film) authorship, already complicated 
(in the cinema sense) by this being a piece of screenwriting, rather than ‘filmmaking’, 
research. Moreover such an endeavour is, as highlighted in the Introduction, beyond 
the scope of what is possible to cover in this dissertation, which ultimately comes 
back to the protagonist as she lives on the pages of a screenplay, and the ways in 
which a screenwriter might forefront her perspective.  
However, I do not presume to discuss female perspectives (marginalised, 
missing or otherwise) without first acknowledging the complicated category that is 
‘female perspective’ and addressing the attendant concepts of essentialism, 
subjectivities and biological determinism. This is where the discussion will take us 
next before returning to the context of such perspectives on the mainstream screen. 
The notion of ‘essence’ has been problematic for feminism, and is central to 
debates around biology (‘born this way’ ideas that suggest women – and men – have 
an innate essence) and culture (the social influences that shape women – and men –
and the implication that we are merely the products of this culture). However, as Toril 
Moi points out, “The kind of essentialism that feminists usually worry about is the 
kind that claims that women’s bodies inevitably give rise to and justify specific 
cultural and psychological norms” (2001, pp. 36-7). As she explains (2001, p. 16), 
these ‘norms’ have historically been imposed by late nineteenth-century biological 
determinists, attributing social differences between the sexes to their physiological 
differences, and before them by the philosophers of the Enlightenment and its 
(gendered) dualisms. Moreover, issues of essentialism are contentious within 
feminism itself, particularly around the sex/gender distinction, with various feminist 
theorists (and whole schools of feminist thought) concluding that while the concepts 
of sex and gender have “the merit of stressing that gender is a social construction” 
they also have “the demerit of turning sex into an essence” (Moi 2001, p. 4). 
 While some feminisms reject the sex/gender distinction on that basis, others 
believe, to quote Moi again, that an “immobile, stable, coherent, fixed, prediscursive, 
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natural and ahistorical” essence is exactly what the sex/gender distinction addresses 
(and negates) by “distinguish[ing] between natural and cultural sex differences” 
(2001, pp. 4-5). This is useful for feminists wanting to emphasize that “while sex may 
be your anatomical type, gender brings with it a cluster of ideas to do with behavior, 
social status and expectations that are not natural or unavoidable extensions of those 
different bodily combinations” (Moss 2014, p. 130). And while it may be true that the 
case against biological determinism predates the sex/gender distinction (Moi 2001, p. 
5), to ignore it risks conflating what is understood to be female and what is 
understood to be feminine, thus it is usually important to nominate distinguishing 
definitions. Bolton, for instance, employs  “the term ‘female’ to discuss the sexed 
body of women, and ‘feminine’ to refer to the symbolic codes and representations of 
what is considered to be female” (2011, p. 3). For the purposes of my project, the 
sex/gender distinction feels important because of the different ways my research 
engages with (and critiques assumptions around) what women (and men) are ‘like’.  
Thus the challenge is to define the notion of female perspective without subscribing to 
an essentialist viewpoint. This all has a significant impact on the development of my 
creative practice, whereby the imposition of an alternative (‘flipped’) reality means 
making decisions about the world that is created when sex and gender hierarchies are 
reversed. It is worth noting here that Funny/Peculiar assumes a non-essentialist 
position, in that while the women in the ‘flipped reality’ take their privilege for 
granted, and seem to lack a sensitivity to the marginalisation of men, this is part of 
exploring “why many qualities deemed particularly female – better empathy and 
listening skills, more collaborative – are classic behaviour for an ‘out of power’ 
group” and playing with ideas around claims that “So-called female intuition may be 
more about survival tactics in the face of dominant groups than an inherent gender 
trait” (Fox 2013, pp. 152-3).  
 It seems clear that an understanding of female perspective means first 
considering female subjectivity. This notion of subjectivity is another that is 
problematic for feminisms. Firstly, there is the assumed universal subjectivity of the 
Cartesian model, which, as Larissa Sexton-Finck explains, “derives out of a 
bourgeois, white, male referent that establishes a mind/body duality, which gives 
preference to the former identity” (2009, p. 65). This preference to the former is 
highly gendered because, as Susan J. Hekman points out, “In each of the dualisms on 
which Enlightenment thought rests, rational/irrational, subject/object, and 
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culture/nature, the male is associated with the first element, the female with the 
second” (1992, p. 5).  Addressing the hegemony of this Cartesian subject has been a 
significant and diverse project for feminism, ranging from Simone de Beauvoir’s call 
to reject the Absolute/Other dichotomy by bringing women into the realm of the 
subject, discussions around the consideration of plural (rather than hierarchical) 
subjectivities, and various calls to reconceptualise the subject, or to reject the notion 
of subject altogether. The many and varied debates around the subject/object 
dichotomy, within and outside of feminism, are too vast for me to give justice to here.  
But, to position myself within them, this research project subscribes to Jane Flax’ 
belief that “we should not abandon subjectivity just as we are beginning to define 
ourselves as agents” (Hekman 1992, p. 80), while at the same time acknowledging 
there is no singular female subjectivity, given the diversity of women’s experiences 
and contexts. Moreover, this project aligns itself with tenets of postmodernism and  
the pluralist view of postmodern feminisms, arguing, as Sexton-Finck summarises 
“that the contemporary subject has no essential core but is, rather a fluctuating and 
fragmented function of discourse” (2009, p. 92) (emphasis added). In other words, to 
acknowledge that our subjectivity is not fixed, but is an ongoing construction, is to 
transcend notions of a pre-determined subjectivity based on the Enlightenment 
dualisms of mind (male) and body (female). 
 I understand this to mean that while a woman’s subjectivity is not limited by 
the fact of her being a woman, at the same time it is constructed, in part, by her lived 
experience in a female body.  To this end, Moi writes “it does not go without saying 
that what a woman does or says is always expressive of ‘the woman in her’” while it 
is nevertheless “undoubtedly true that whatever a woman does or says is done by a 
woman” (2011, p. 206). 
Understanding subjectivity to be, at its simplest sense, the sum of our 
“particular perspective, feelings, beliefs and desires” (Honderich 2005, p. 900) 
(emphasis added), for the purposes of this research the notion of a female perspective 
is offered and understood as an augend of female subjectivity. In other words, if (from 
de Beauvoir) subjectivity is a woman’s lived experience and her “way of being in the 
world” (Moi 2001, p. 81) then I suggest perspective is her way of seeing the world, 
shaped by the fact of her experiencing it in a female body.  
 Having arrived at this way of defining (female) perspective, in order to 
investigate it, I was interested to find it similarly demarcated within what MacDougall 
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calls, for cinematic modes, “the different guises of subjectivity” (1998, p. 101). He 
believes these arrive, in film, from any combination of “narration (including actual 
narrative storytelling but also description), address (which may be direct or indirect) 
and perspective (which may focus on testimony, implication or exposition)” (1998, p. 
101) (emphases in original). Although he refers here to filmmaking, not screenwriting 
specifically, this approach to how perspective functions within subjectivity in the 
context of screenworks is useful for a project seeking to fix those same perspectives 
to the page. For now, I will add that understandings of specifically female perspective 
(and, by extension, female subjectivity) must also necessarily incorporate a 
knowledge of ‘difference’, whereby “Difference is a source of female experience 
from the perspective of alienation – not being able to ‘speak’ – and also from the 
perspectives of sexual difference, power relationships and women’s encounters with 
difference” (French 2003, p. 243). This section soon discusses these encounters with 
difference, and later argues for strategies based in feminisms of difference when 
addressing (or attempting to address) female screen presence and perspective. For 
now, I will reiterate this research’s postmodern feminist approach and, while 
acknowledging the difference ways in which the tenets of ‘postmodernism’ and 
‘feminism’ collide, it is beyond the scope of this project to make an in depth analysis 
of the historical position. However, I will borrow from French a useful summary for 
how postmodern feminism is understood and applied creatively and critically by this 
research, whereby “Knowledge, power and identity are seen as multiple and 
contradictory, and can be understood as specific social and cultural productions that 
are shifting and fluid” (2007, p. 92). Moreover, postmodern feminism “has a tendency 
towards openness; it is attuned to diversity and attends to marginalized voices, 
perspectives, or politics; it rejects essentialism” (2007, p. 92). 
Having established and acknowledged, then, that a diverse, non-homogenous 
female subjectivity is an ongoing and complex concern for the major fields upon 
which my project stands (screenwriting practice, comedy and postmodern feminism), 
on the basis of my research this section will now go on to argue that female 
perspectives are under-represented in screenworks (in particular comic features), 
while female characters are under-represented in mainstream films generally, and 
within the scholarly and popular discourse there are conflicting perceptions of these 
phenomena as well as strategies to address them. 
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While “virtually every movie and TV show contains multiple, developed, 
relevant male characters who have some part in advancing the story” (Kesler 2010), 
the same is not true for female ones. In 2013 the University of Southern California 
released its fourth report commissioned by the Geena Davis Institute on Gender in 
Media22. Using data gathered since 2007, “500 movies and over 21,000 speaking 
characters [were] content analyzed for gender prevalence” (Smith, SL et al. 2013, p. 
1). From the 2012 sample of 100 top-grossing films, the study concluded “Females 
are grossly underrepresented […] Out of 4,475 speaking characters, only 28.4% are 
female” (Smith, SL et al. 2013, p. 2) with “2012 reveal[ing] the lowest percentage of 
on-screen females across the 5-year sample” (Smith, SL et al. 2013, p. 3). Assessing 
the number of films where “roughly half […] of all on-screen speaking characters are 
girls or women […] 6% of the top-grossing films in 2012 featured a balanced cast.  
Only two films had a higher percentage of females than males” (Smith, SL et al. 
2013, p. 3). It is probably not necessary to point out the report exposes a very real 
gender divide when it comes to on-screen representation in films coming out of 
Hollywood. The study was repeated in 2014, this time sampling popular films from 
eleven countries. It revealed 23.3% of protagonists to be female, with 30.9% female 
speaking characters (Smith, SL, Choueiti & Pieper 2014, p. 4)23. In the face of this 
evidence it is reasonable to contend that if women are not present, then neither are 
their perspectives. 
Also revealed in 2014 was a 7.5% increase in female representation “with the 
inclusion of one or more female writers” (Smith, SL, Choueiti & Pieper 2014, p. 23).  
The earlier study also reported an increase “when at least one female is involved in 
the directing or writing process” (Smith, SL et al. 2013, p. 7). By extension, these 
small gains in representation might also skew the perspective, but obviously this is 
not something a data collection can quantify. However, it is worth remembering 
“masculine values, attitudes, and aspirations remain intact, even as women become 
integrated into professional structures” (Cordeiro 2010, p. 490).  Moreover, as French 
                                                
22 The Geena Davis Institute on Gender in Media, founded in 2004, has a particular focus on family 
films in its quest to reduce stereotyping and increase representation of female characters.  Rigorous 
with its research and awareness raising efforts, the institute is active in commissioning studies, it runs a 
biennial symposium and, off its success with raising awareness through social media, earned a Global 
Impact Award from Google in 2013.  More information can be found at seejane.org. 
23 As an Australian based researcher/practitioner, it is interesting for my purposes to note that 
Australian figures were slightly higher in the sample: 29.8% female characters, and 40% lead or co-
lead characters (Smith, SL, Choueiti & Pieper 2014, p. 3).   
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puts it: “the fact someone is female does not ensure a non-patriarchal view; women 
are as susceptible to having their world-view colonized by patriarchy as men are, and 
sex in itself does not ensure or suggest any differences of view” (2007, p. 11). It 
would follow, then, as Jacey points out, “Producers and development executives, both 
male and female, might project their own experiences of women as well as their 
feelings about what women should be like onto the female character” (2010b, p. 182). 
French has asked, “is there a difference in the subjectivity constructed by a 
woman, and that constructed by a man, in relation to representing female 
experience?” (2007, p. 48). Television screenwriter Suzette Couture observes, “Of 
course men can write for women […] but I have come to believe there is a secret 
language of women, which speaks more directly to me.  Sometimes when I watch a 
film I say to myself, ‘Only a woman […] would have written this’” (cited in 
Mccreadie 2006, p. 121). Tele-feature writer Susan Rice has said, “[Women’s writing 
is] softer […] I do believe women’s writing is more concerned with an interior life, 
with relationships” (cited in Mccreadie 2006, p. 121). By contrast, feature 
screenwriter Robin Swicord24 (cited in Mccreadie 2006, p. 4) maintains (emphasis in 
original): 
 
In all honesty, I’m not sure if a woman can write a woman’s part better than a 
man.  I hate it when something arrives at the door with a note appended, ‘You 
write the girl’s role and [writing partner and husband Nicholas Kazan] can 
write the guy’s part’.  We call it pink and blue thinking.  
 
Couture believes, “No woman wants to admit that […] we may be that different from 
men. Besides, if you say that you may be losing some work by limiting yourself that 
way” (cited in Mccreadie 2006, p. 121). French likewise identifies “a long history of 
women resolutely resisting labels, insisting on equality and on being regarded as 
people, rather that as women – perhaps for fear that acknowledgement of gender will 
prevent them from claiming a place as a creative person on their own terms” (2007, p. 
42). 
 This collective squirming around female or feminist labels is arguably 
misplaced, whereby the reductive use of these terms comes not from feminist 
ideologies themselves but the “sexist society [within which] women often find 
themselves in situations where they are obliged to make a ‘choice’ between being 
                                                
24 Credits include Little Women (1994) and The Jane Austen Book Club (2007). 
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imprisoned in their femininity or having to disavow it altogether” (Moi 2001, p. 205).  
When comedian Celia Pacquola divulges, “Pretty much three times a week, people 
say to your face, ‘I don’t think women are funny, but I like you’” and that they “think 
they’re giving you a compliment” (cited in Neutze 2014), she reveals the very real 
occurrence of this choice. The unsolicited comparison invites her to step beyond the 
‘limitations’ of her femininity in order to take the credit that is due her. In other 
words, Pacquola’s male colleagues do not have to deny their subjectivity as men, but 
it is something women have to negotiate frequently. 
 Of female filmmakers who resist the very notion of being ‘female’ 
filmmakers, French observes that among the factors leading to this resistance is “a 
profound boredom arising from having this question repeatedly directed at them […] 
and a desire not to be creatively limited by being regarded as only being able to 
express one point of view” (2007, p. 43). In her article “Are women funny?  You 
already know the answer”, comedian and journalist Michele A’Court similarly 
despairs “I don’t ever want to answer this question again. It makes me tired. It forces 
me to think of myself as ‘a woman who does comedy’ rather than as ‘a comedian’ 
which is how I actually think of myself” (2014). These positions, then, leave women 
feeling they have to deny their female subjectivity, and therefore work to negate 
female experience. 
 There is something ironic about arguing for female subjectivities and 
perspectives within film, comedy and film comedies when artists practicing in those 
forms resist very notions of the same.  But, as Moi points out, the issues that give rise 
to this resistance are still very feminist concerns. She proposes that “Because male 
subjectivity is not ‘hailed’ […] in this way, this alienating choice in fact defines 
women’s situation under patriarchy” and that “a genuinely feminist position would 
refuse either option and insist, rather, that women should not have to choose between 
calling themselves women and calling themselves writers (or intellectuals, or painters, 
or composers)” (2001, p. 206). Or, for that matter, comedians, screenwriters or 
filmmakers.    
There are, of course, those women making a conscious choice to focus on 
women’s experience in their stories, in order to represent those perspectives.  
Screenwriter Anna Hamilton Phelan25 has said “The question of responsibility is a 
                                                
25 Credits include Mask (1985) and Girl, Interrupted (1999). 
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balance that I struggle with all the time in my work. I have an enormous sense of 
responsibility to my gender” (cited in Seger 1996, p. 240). But there is no guarantee 
that such work will then go on to penetrate the mainstream. Producer Sue Maslin26 
(cited in Bizzaca 2015) puts it this way: 
 
you can’t just approach it at the supply end, you have to look at the business 
end. That is, the marketplace that is dominated by male exhibitors, 
distributors, and broadcasters. We’ve got to get them into the conversation and 
into the solution.  
 
This research is centred upon screenwriting practice and, as such, cannot offer an 
extensive investigation into exhibition and distribution. Nonetheless, it must be 
informed by these issues, because the gendered biases that resist female skewed 
stories in the mainstream market also underpin and inform script development 
processes. These biases persist even as female centred films prove themselves to be 
increasingly viable, as the local box office figures in Australia for The Dressmaker 
(Moorhouse & Hogan 2015) attest27. 
As author Tara Moss points out, “women’s lives in both film and literature are 
regarded as only being of interest to women, while men’s lives are represented as 
everyone’s business” (2014, p. 108). For instance, an article for Hollywood industry 
magazine Variety reveals a strategic isolation in releasing female skewed films in the 
US. “For the past four years” Pat Saperstein reports, “the studios have let the 
blockbusters play themselves out in May, June and July, reserving the first or second 
weekend in August for femme-targeted pix like ‘The Help’ and ‘Eat Pray Love’” 
(2013). In drawing this comparison, Saperstein implies that ‘blockbusters’ and 
‘femme-targeted pix’ are mutually exclusive, and does not question the 
(in)sufficiency of one weekend to launch a year’s worth of female centred films. In 
the same article he quotes Sony Picture’s Michael Barker as crediting Austenland 
(Hess & Hale 2013) with being a film “adored by women [and having] a real female 
perspective” thus relegating its release to the timeframe Saperstein calls the “kitchen 
and bitchin’ weekend” (2013).   
As Moss put it, “truly female-oriented mainstream films are comparatively 
rare and often fit into a ‘looking for love’ plot formula [which are] generally marketed 
                                                
26 Credits include Road to Nhill (Tilson 1997) and The Dressmaker (Moorhouse & Hogan 2015). 
27 $20,271,661 as reported on Screen Australia’s list of the 100 top grossing Australian films of all 
time (Screen Australia 2016b). 
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as only relevant to women in ways that male-dominated films are not” (2014, pp. 107-
8). Moreover, even romantic comedies can no longer be relied upon to deliver female 
perspective. As Claire Mortimer points out, “One particularly successful direction 
taken by the contemporary romantic comedy has been the male-centered romcom, 
which moves the narrative away from the female perspective to embrace a more male-
centered narrative” (2010, p. 134) (emphasis added). Likewise, Tamar Jeffers 
McDonald believes women’s lead roles in romantic comedies have been usurped by a 
“tendency to devote the attention of the romantic comedy to the male protagonist” 
(2007, p. 108).  
As previously noted, minimal representation must by extension equal minimal 
perspective. But it does not necessarily follow that the reverse is true. Whether or not 
increased female representation brings with it increased female perspective depends 
on the type of representation it is. Bolton points out, “Mainstream commercial cinema 
remains an arena in which sexual stereotypes abound” (2011, p. 9), which may not 
ultimately suggest women are represented from a female perspective. The studies 
previously mentioned are likewise aware of such factors and also collect data on the 
professions occupied by female characters onscreen and the hypersexualised 
portrayals of girls and women. One strategy designed to increase female 
representation (but is problematic for female perspective, in ways I will soon explain) 
is outlined here by Moss (2014, p. 116): 
 
casting directors can consider both men and women for many lead parts, 
including some parts that may have originally been imagined as male 
characters [because] many characters can change gender without influencing 
any central aspect of the plot, and that simple change may even add a 
valuable, previously unexplored dynamic. 
 
The Geena Davis Institute on Gender in Media likewise recommends this strategy be 
applied to the screenplay. An image promoting its 2012 symposium, that subsequently 
enjoyed wide distribution as a meme on social media, shows the page of a script upon 
which the name of a character called Carl has been crossed out with a pen and 
replaced with the name Helena. A slogan beneath suggests, “Simply change the 
gender of a few characters, and the female presence in your film will jump up!” 
(Geena Davis Institute on Gender in Media 2013). While not wishing to undermine 
the awareness raising efforts of the institution itself, my critique of this strategy is that 
it unproblematically accepts a universal subjectivity and, in doing so, denies gendered 
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subjectivities. Retrospectively attributing femaleness to a character conceived as a 
man falls well short of presenting the perspective of someone living in the world as a 
woman.   
 Hollywood, of course, is a North American institution, and it has this in 
common with liberal feminism (also known, in fact, as North American feminism), 
and I suggest it is this ethos that underpins these sorts of projects based on a policy of 
inclusion. Chris Beasley explains liberal feminists “want access to opportunities 
associated with men.  They want what men have got, rather than questioning its value 
in any thorough sense” (1999, p. 52). To explore this further, I take a cue from Beasley 
who identifies these two main divisions of Western feminism: Karen Offen’s 
Relational versus Individualist and Elizabeth Grosz’s Equality versus Difference or 
Autonomy.  
 In Offen’s division, Relational feminisms are those “concerned with a notion 
of equality which pays attention to women’s sex-specific positioning […] (largely 
related to child-bearing and nurturing capabilities)” and Individualist feminisms are 
those committed to “downplaying sex-linked qualities as part of a quest for personal 
individual independence” (Beasley 1999, p. 42). Grosz instead dissects Western 
Feminism into Equality (those feminisms that assert “women should be able to do 
what men do”) and Difference, or autonomy (feminisms concerned with recognising 
and valuing difference). As Beasley explains the latter has “no expectation that 
women should do what men do. Such feminists support conceptions of difference 
without hierarchy, difference without a norm, let alone a male norm” (1999, p. 42) 
(emphasis added). 
 Thus, a project such as mine positions itself within feminisms of difference 
(specifically, as outlined above, postmodern feminism), therefore an approach to 
writing unambiguous female perspectives means challenging fixed ideas of what is 
considered to be normal. Given “Comedy has the potential to be subversive, 
questioning the norms from which it departs” (King 2002, p. 8) (emphasis added), this 
would seem to suggest a solid course for exploring the perspectival writing of funny, 
female protagonists, having begun to discover the places (for instance, this 
questioning of norms) where my research interests intersect.  
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(Women in) comedy 
 
LILY 
Here we are in 2015 about to announce the best actor in a 
comedy or musical series. 
 
JANE 
You know, it’s nice – it’s nice at last men are getting the 
recognition they deserve for being good at comedy. 
 
LILY 
I know, I know, I agree – finally we can put at rest that 
negative stereotype that men just aren’t funny. 
 
Reporting on the above exchange between presenters at the 72nd Annual Golden 
Globe Awards, Time Magazine played along with the ‘flipped perspective’, 
suggesting “Jane Fonda and Lily Tomlin, who broke ground for comedians in 1980’s 
Nine To Five […] were happy to put [to bed] the very controversial topic of whether 
men can be funny” (Dockterman 2015) (emphasis in original). The same online article 
(where, at the time of writing, the footage from the ceremony can be viewed) 
continues that Fonda and Tomlin are “glad society has progressed beyond the point of 
debating such a silly question” (Dockterman 2015). 
 When it comes to women’s funniness (which is, of course, to what Fonda, 
Tomlin and Time Magazine are referring), the debate is far from over, with implicated 
women such as writer and comedian Tina Fey despairing, “the only disadvantage 
women have is [to] have to keep fucking answering the question of, ‘Is it hard and are 
women funny?’” (Guthrie 2014).  A’Court is similarly disenchanted by the ongoing 
conversation (2014): 
 
I’m regularly interviewed for print, radio and television and asked whether I 
think women are funny. Or whether they’re as funny as men. Or whether it is 
harder to do comedy if you’re a woman. Or why there are fewer women than 
men in the industry. Or some other gender-angled query about the work I do 
[…] Comedy still seems to be a place where we’re regularly made to feel 
“other”, where we’re asked the kind of questions that make you wonder if 
maybe you weren’t supposed to turn up. 
 
Some scholars (and practitioners) elect to disengage from such discourse, asserting 
for example, “it is unnecessary [to oppose the stereotypical notion that women are 
either not funny or not as funny as men] because female comic practitioners, their 
audiences and funny women everywhere have and will continue to disprove the 
notion in both word and deed” (Ballou 2013, p. 180). While I believe this to be a 
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legitimate and reasonable strategy, in terms of both disavowing the very basis of the 
debate and moving the discussions on into new and arguably more interesting 
directions, my research (by way of my practice) is responding to a comedy-gender 
divide which would appear to be an ongoing concern. Mainstream film comedies 
especially are “almost entirely male-dominated, with women camped out at the edges 
of the story, playing uptight wives and reasonable-yet-befuddled girlfriends” (Doyle 
2014). While recent progress in this area might seem to negate this claim, particularly 
in light of recent female helmed commercial comedies such as Ghostbusters (Dippold 
& Feig 2016), Trainwreck (Schumer 2015), Sisters (Pell 2015), Spy (Feig 2015), 
Tammy (McCarthy & Falcone 2014) and The Heat (Dippold 2013), it is worth noting, 
as Sony’s co-chairman Amy Pascal has said in reference to the optimism around 
Bridesmaids (Wiig & Mumolo 2011) and its ilk, “You’re talking about a dozen or so 
female-driven comedies that get made over a dozen years, a period when hundreds of 
male-driven comedies got made” (cited in Friend 2011, p. 55) (emphasis in original). 
This point is reinforced by the critical reception to Bridesmaids, within which, as 
Helen Warner points out, “the constant reminders that the cast is (almost) entirely 
female suggests a sense of unease” (2013, p. 229). US journalist and film critic A. O. 
Scott agrees that the rise of ‘slacker’ comedies (more on those shortly) “contributed to 
the rise of the canard […] that women are not as funny as men. This notion became, 
in effect, a self-fulfilling prophecy […] and made “Bridesmaids” feel like a 
groundbreaking event in the annals of pop culture” (2012). All of this contributes to 
the fact that, still, “the central character is more often male than female” (Dancyger & 
Rush 2007, p. 207) in mainstream comedies.   
 As such, this section of the dissertation will discuss the ways in which women 
continue to be excluded from, and marginalised within, mainstream comedy (on 
screen or otherwise), and how this may lead not only to decreased comic female 
perspectives, but also to explicit resistance to perceived over-representations of the 
same. Preceding these arguments, I will briefly discuss mainstream comedy films 
more generally, including how comedy is defined for the purposes of this practice-
based research. Humour, a vast and separate field of scholarship, will be briefly 
discussed insofar as it contributes to understanding comedy in the context of 
screenwriting practice and gendered positions within. 
 Given that funny women are marginalised by their gender already, as the 
previous section explored, it is interesting to consider film comedy’s own arguably 
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diminished status whereby it is “Rarely one of the more prestigious or award-winning 
forms, and often subject to critical neglect” (King 2002, p. 1). Author and 
screenwriter William Goldman bemoans, “The Academy [of Motion Picture Arts and 
Sciences] has always ignored the two kinds of movies that are hardest to get right – 
comedies and adventure films” (2000, p. 139). Writer and comedian John Cleese 
elaborates: “a movie is twenty times harder than a sitcom, especially if it is a comedy 
(if you think this is special pleading by a comic, just write down the names of fifty 
great dramas and then struggle to come up with fifteen great comedies)” (2014, p. 
382) (emphases in original).  Cleese believes (2014, p. 139) (ellipsis in original):  
 
it is exceedingly difficult to write really good comedy.  Those who can do it 
possess a very rare talent.  Of course, there are a few writers who can think up 
decent jokes.  A few more can do parody well.  But the number who can 
invent an original comedy situation, and build that situation in a convincing 
but unpredictable way, and, above all, get the emotional development of the 
characters right…is infinitesimally small.  
 
Despite the challenges for screenwriters of comedy screenplays, Horton agrees, “there 
is a historical bias against a close and serious consideration of comedy. That comic 
films seldom win Academy Awards even though comedy reigns at the box office […] 
is only the latest example in a long history of criticism that has viewed comedy as 
inferior to other genres in Western culture” (1991, p. 2). Actor and director Diane 
Keaton likewise questions these apparent biases, writing “For some unfathomable 
reason, comedy is invariably relegated to the position of second cousin to drama” 
pondering the alternative perspective that “Humor helps us get through life with a 
modicum of grace. It offers one of the few benign ways of coping with the absurdity 
of it all” (2011, p. 139). 
I will return to the cultural capital of comedy, specifically the ways in which it 
might be valued, but for now shall direct our attention to the fact that “There is no 
single adequate theory of comedy, despite various efforts to produce an all-embracing 
account” (King 2002, p. 5). King further explains the inaccuracy of assigning the term 
‘genre’ to comedy, suggesting instead that “Comedy is a mode – a manner of 
presentation – in which a variety of different materials can be approached, rather than 
any relatively more fixed or localised quantity”, reinforcing his point by noting “any 
genre might be treated as a subject for comedy” (2002, p. 2).  Similarly (and usefully, 
from the viewpoint of screenwriting practice), Horton proposes, “No plot is inherently 
 57 
funny” or rather, “any plot is potentially comic, melodramatic, or tragic, or perhaps all 
three at once” (1991, p. 1). Comedy is variously described, then, as a form or (from 
King) a ‘mode’. But congruent for my research and practice I take my cue from 
Horton who later suggests, “Considering comedy as a perspective rather than a genre 
helps us grasp the bigger picture” (2000, p. 6) (emphasis added). 
Related to scholarly explorations of comedy, are theories of humour, two 
terms it is tempting to conflate. One way of outlining the difference might be to turn 
to King’s definition of comedy, namely, that it functions to provoke humour (2002, p. 
2).  To put it another way, one (comedy) is a conduit of the other (humour).  
Discussing humour, Arthur Berger offers up four historic schools of thought: 
superiority, incongruity, the unconscious, and the cognitive and communication 
theories (2010, p. 7). Kathryn Schulz, citing Moliére, gives another perspective, 
noting that the 17th century French playwright believed “the duty of comedy is to 
correct men by amusing them” (2010, p. 322).  Comparing this with the superiority 
model – usually credited to Hobbes and Aristotle28 – Schulz points out (2010, p. 322): 
 
As different as they are in outlook, the self-improvement theory of humor and 
the superiority theory of humor have something in common.  Both concern the 
substance of error: according to them we laugh at specific, recognizable 
mistakes, whether from a feeling of supremacy or from rueful identification. 
  
It is this sense of ‘rueful identification’ that informs my research, particularly and 
especially when it comes to the screenwriting practice on which it pivots. My research 
suggests that the type of humour that screen comedy is designed to provoke is “The 
kind of inclusive humour” (as Cleese puts it) “that says, ‘Isn’t the human condition 
absurd, but we’re all in the same boat’” (2014, p. 122). In comedy screenwriting 
practice, then, as Vorhaus attests, “we use humanity to build a bridge between the 
[comic] character and the audience so the audience can care” (1994, p. 33). I will 
discuss the gendered ways in which this kind of comic sensibility is expressed within 
mainstream comedy films shortly, but first I will elaborate on how it is defined for the 
purposes of this research. 
 In the specific context of writing comedy for the screen, Kaplan offers this 
definition: “Comedy is the art of telling the truth about what it’s like to be human” 
(2013, p. 14). He later reiterates, “Comedy tells the truth. And, more specifically, 
                                                
28 See Berger (2010, p. 7), King (2002, p. 203) and Schulz (2010, p. 322). 
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comedy tells the truth about people” (2013, p. 21) (emphasis in original). On this 
basis, Kaplan has constructed what he calls “The Comic Equation” (2013, p. 27) 
which defines comedy further, suggesting: “Comedy is about an ordinary guy or gal 
struggling against insurmountable odds without many of the required skills and tools 
with which to win yet never giving up hope” (Kaplan 2013, p. 27).29  Likewise, media 
and film scholar Helena Bassil-Morozow asserts “Most importantly – the fool is the 
one who lacks heroic consciousness, who fails to compete, who fails to succeed in the 
world which divides people into winners and losers” (2012, p. 3). These are the 
definitions that have inspired the creation of ‘Fran’ (the protagonist in 
Funny/Peculiar) but, as I shall shortly explain, these are guidelines not always readily 
or easily applied to female film protagonists. 
This ‘ordinariness’ described by Kaplan and others – which inspires, perhaps, 
‘rueful identification’ – is a theme that can be found running through philosophies of 
comedy as expressed by its practitioners. Of creating her self-titled sitcom, Miranda 
Hart recalls, “My aim was to tap into that universal truth that we all feel awkward in 
life, but hide it to varying degrees. Everyone feels like a dick at some point in their 
life – probably every day” (Johnson, S 2012, p. 2). Writer and comedian Ricky 
Gervais has likewise said of comedy, “Nobody wants to see unfeasibly handsome, 
clever people do brilliant things brilliantly”, rather “You want to see a putz having a 
go and failing and then coming through at the end” (2009).  
Other terms for ‘putz’ are legion in comic discourse (although most if not all 
describe male protagonists). For example, the ‘Schlemiel’ and the ‘Nebbish’, sharing 
overlapping definitions and connotations, are described variously as bunglers, inept or 
ineffectual persons, blunderers, dopes, nerds and drips (Shumway 2013, p. 132). Of 
his ‘ordinary guy or gal’ Kaplan elaborates, “Jackie Gleason used to call him [sic] a 
moke – a shlub, a mess, a less than perfect person. In other words, someone very 
much like ourselves” (2013, p. 27). In her book Pretty/Funny (2014), which examines 
the gendered cultural double standards at play in traditions of comedy, noted gender 
and sexuality scholar Linda Mizejewski observes, “there is no female equivalent of 
[Woody] Allen’s nebbish – a lovable, funny-looking female outsider […] The female 
outsider is a trickier position to negotiate” (2014, p. 21). This may be reflected in 
                                                
29 As an aside (given the themes of this research) I attended Steve Kaplan’s Comedy Intensive when it 
toured to Auckland, New Zealand (2010), three years prior to the publication of his book. The comic 
equation in the course materials did not yet carry the inclusion of “or gal” after “an ordinary guy” 
(although this was amended verbally). 
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attempts to forefront female perspectives in the mainstream considering, “Unlike the 
chic, pseudo-nerd girls that populate every sitcom on every network […] today’s 
funny female is nearly always anything but a real misfit” (Hirschberg 2013) 
(emphasis added). From a screenwriting standpoint, this gendered separation around 
who most comfortably occupies the misfit finds itself reinforced in script 
development processes, with influential guidelines such as Snyder’s listing archetypes 
such as “the ‘young man on the rise’ […] a little dumb, but plucky, this is the type we 
all want to see win” [and] the ‘good girl tempted’ […] pure of heart, cute as a bug 
[…] This is the female counterpart of the young man on the rise” (2005, p. 58). The 
first could easily be describing the relatable fool of the comic protagonist as 
previously defined, the latter has very different implications for women, in terms of 
her looks and morality. The ‘good girl tempted’ is, in Snyder’s taxonomy, a 
‘counterpart’, but this does not suggest equivalence.   
In my creative practice research I have drawn much of my experimentation 
from Giglio’s commercial screenwriting guide, Writing the comedy blockbuster: the 
inappropriate goal (a model using sequencing theory specifically for comedy), within 
which he describes his approach to such a protagonist (2012, p. 130) (original 
emphasis): 
 
We want to laugh at characters. We want to see the flaws […] Your comedic 
hero was going through life as best he could. He had flaws he was dealing 
with, but for the most part he was resigned to be who he was.  
 
Giglio’s guide generally takes the approach of alternating between masculine and 
feminine personal pronouns, but when it comes to defining the protagonist, it joins the 
previous examples in defaulting to a male perspective.   
It should be noted, of comedy, that women on television are arguably 
occupying a differently gendered space where we may ask, as writer-director Nancy 
Meyers has, “Is it safer, somehow, seeing less than perfect-looking women on a 
smaller screen?” (cited in Friend 2011, p. 39). Mizejewski believes this to be true, 
noting, “Generally women comics have fared better in television than in cinema 
because glamourizing close-ups are fewer on the small screen and niche marketing 
can target female audiences” (2014, p. 20). Indeed, the likes of Fey, Hart and Lena 
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Dunham star in comedy series of their own creation30, playing lead characters 
bumbling their way through life in accordance with Jerry Lewis’ theory that “the 
premise of all comedy is a man [sic] in trouble” (cited in Kaplan 2013, p. 27). As 
Todd Friend wrote for The New Yorker (2011, p. 39): 
 
the bias against funny women in film doesn’t apply to network television, 
where comedic actresses of all shapes and sizes abound […] Though tubby 
guys still score implausibly hot wives on show like ‘According to Jim’ and 
‘Modern Family’, television is by far the more equitable medium.  
 
However, comedian and actor Rachel Dratch believes the persistence of the 
mismatched husband/wife sitcom trope suggests the landscape for funny women, has 
changed, even on the small screen, pointing out (2012, p. 14): 
 
I grew up watching perfectly lovely female performers whom I don’t think 
you would call ‘hotties’: Gilda Radner, Lily Tomlin, Carol Burnett.  Those 
were my comedy idols.  I would think of the genius Jean Stapleton of All in 
the Family [1971-9] and how today some ding-dong at the network would 
insist she be played by Megan Fox to get the male 18-49 demographic.  
 
Mizejewski likewise notes the sitcom trope of “the funny-looking husband and his 
requisitely lovely wife” (2014, p. 1), but believes this applies more widely where “In 
films the same dynamic allows comical bodies Seth Rogan and Jack Black to be 
coupled with the likes of Katherine Heigl (Knocked Up, 2007) and Kate Winslet (The 
Holiday, 2006) respectively” (2014, p. 20). Scott elaborates: “The big joke, repeated 
endlessly (and sometimes wittily) […] is that guys can reject all the traditional 
trappings of maturity – jobs, manners, hygiene – and that girls will sleep with them 
anyway” (2012).  He goes on to point out that the women in these movies “can serve 
as the object of or the audience for the guys’ jokes but rarely the agents of humor in 
their own right” (2012). This is especially notable, arguably, for romantic comedies 
where as Mortimer writes, “Films such as Knocked Up [2007] and Forgetting Sarah 
Marshall [2008] have taken the romcom to a male audience […] employing gross-out 
humour, reassuringly imperfect leading men and gorgeous women who fall at their 
feet” (2010, p. 134).   
 It is this sense of the ‘reassuringly imperfect’ that conforms neatly with the 
aforementioned definitions of comedy protagonists, but skews itself persistently 
                                                
30 Respectively 30 Rock (Fey 2006), Miranda (Hart 2009) and Girls (Dunham 2012). 
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toward male characters. King notes of comedian films, or, as one may define them, 
comedies where performances dominate the narratives (Rowe 2003, p. 130), that the 
performers are “not usually noted for ‘star’ qualities such as conventionally handsome 
looks or a strong build […] Comedian stars are often distinguished from such grounds 
from straight, romantic or action based heroes” (2002, p. 37). The masculine 
signifiers in this explanation (‘handsome’, ‘strong build’) would appear to exclude 
women from the category of comedically flawed heroes, reinforcing Mizejewski’s 
point that what has been required of women in film comedies is to be “attractive 
actors with good comic timing” (2014, p. 1). As Friend puts it, “Being funny is the 
first criterion for comic actors, and somewhere down the list for comic actresses” 
(2011, p. 54). 
 The complexities for women around funniness and (conventional) 
attractiveness, especially in terms of negotiating the balance toward a viably 
imperfect comedy protagonist, have a significant impact on how female-centred 
comic screenplays are developed and read. The challenge for the screenwriter, then, is 
to navigate two conflicting and ingrained expectations: that female lead characters in 
films will be attractive by Hollywood standards, and that comic heroes are relatable 
‘putzes’ through whose eyes we see the world. By way of demonstrating the possible 
reach of these entrenched beliefs, it is worth remembering that Christopher Hitchens 
told us “Why women aren’t funny” as recently as 2007, in his (almost certainly, 
deliberately) controversial piece for the magazine Vanity Fair, and the assumed 
veracity in the essay’s title points to ingrained, essentialist beliefs around gendered 
‘funniness’. As Mizejewski points out, Hitchens’ provocative rationale is 
paradoxically useful for a feminist reading of comedy given “the gist of his argument 
– that women are rewarded for what they look like and not for what they say – is one 
of feminism’s most basic cultural critiques” (2014, p. 20).  
 Of actor Anna Faris’ status as cinematic comic lead31, Friend reveals: “A 
leading agent told me, ‘What Anna has going for her, to be crass, is that guys want to 
nail her’” (2011, p. 54). Likewise, Dratch laments of making the transition from 
sketch to narrative comedy, “I had always been pretty sure that comedy was about 
producing a laugh and not a boner. Now I had to produce laughs and a boner. When 
did the rules change?” (2012, p. 14)  (emphasis in original). Part of my response, 
                                                
31 Faris’ leading roles include those in the comedy films Scary Movie (Wayans et al. 2000), The House 
Bunny (McCullah & Smith 2008) and What’s Your Number? (Allan & Crittenden 2011). 
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through practice, to these kinds of discourse is to write Funny/Peculiar’s protagonist 
as one who is unencumbered these expectations of conventional attractiveness. 
Whether this status would survive a period of script development and/or a pre-
production casting process may depend on how well I have achieved my aims of 
fixing her perspective to the page (a perspective which arises from her female 
subjectivity, informed by how she as a woman – a middle-aged, unremarkable 
looking woman – moves through the world).  
Elsewhere, navigating the (unproblematically assumed) attractiveness of the 
female protagonist with the ‘relatable’ aspects of the comic ‘non-hero’ is apparently a 
conundrum in mainstream comedy script development. How this is often addressed, 
especially with romantic comedies, is to attribute the unthreatening failing of 
clumsiness to an otherwise unflawed female protagonist. For instance, Faris (quoted 
in Friend’s article, of which she is the subject) is committed to developing scripts for 
projects within which she stars and executive produces, and confirms that a note from 
a studio asking for more physical comedy invariably means “unthreatening and 
adorable” (2011, p. 59). As Friend elaborates, “Relatability is based upon 
vulnerability, which creates likeability […] So funny women must not only be 
gorgeous, they must fall down” (2011, p. 59). Writer and actor Mindy Kaling32 
lampoons this pervasive phenomenon in a satirical essay for The New Yorker (2011): 
When a beautiful actress is cast in a movie, executives rack their brains to find 
some kind of flaw in the character she plays that will still allow her to be 
palatable. She can’t be overweight or not perfect-looking, because who would 
pay to see that? […] So they make her a Klutz. 
The ‘klutz’, I suggest, is almost always a romantic comedy protagonist and, as I have 
argued elsewhere (Taylor, 2015a), being the female protagonist in a romantic comedy 
is no guarantee of being a comic character and especially, not a ‘putz’. So how then, 
in the context of script development processes, might a screenwriter address what I 
am now calling the ‘putz versus klutz problem’33 for female protagonists? 
                                                
32 Creator and star of The Mindy Project (Kaling 2012) among other credits. 
33 Neither Gervais nor Kaling, from whom I have borrowed these terms putz and klutz, are Jewish, but 
the terms come from Jewish comic traditions, as do others that have been called upon in this discussion 
to describe relatable comic fools such as schlemiel, nebbish, moke and schlub.  And while it is outside 
the scope of this PhD to delve further into the ethnology of these terms, I note there is further 
exploration to be undertaken in this area. This is especially clear in consideration of the fact that 
Hitchens attributed masculinity to Jewish comic women, and thus identified Jewish women as exempt 
from his infamous claim that women are not funny (1997). 
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 Mizejewski argues that, over the history of women in comedy, there is a 
divide between those women prepared to be ‘funny-looking’, who invariably write 
their own material, and those ‘pretty’ women known “for their performances of witty 
comic scripts” (2014, p. 1). In the case of My Big Fat Greek Wedding (Vardalos 
2002), despite “pressure to […] conform to Hollywood romantic comedy standards, 
[writer and star Nia] Vardalos stuck to her guns” (Susman 2002). The film broke box 
office records and, although it is essentially a romantic comedy (as, arguably, are the 
previously mentioned Bridesmaids and Trainwreck)34, the character Vardalos creates 
in Toula is very much the ordinary ‘putz’, bumbling inappropriately as she tries to 
win against the odds. Despite being one of the most profitable movies of all time - “Its 
4000% return ranks it with Star Wars and Gone With the Wind” (Susman 2002) – the 
Hollywood comedy standards to which Vardalos famously refused to conform 
remain, it seems, steadfastly in play. Kristen Wiig’s creation of Annie, the lead 
character in Bridesmaids, likewise negotiates the ‘putz’ terrain (albeit within an 
acceptably blonde and slender-bodied female protagonist). But, as Warner points out 
of the discourse around the film (2013, p. 230):   
  
Despite celebrating Wiig’s comedic performance, [critic Roger Ebert] 
undermines her authority by continually making reference to her position as a 
woman. Thus, it becomes clear that she is to be viewed as an ‘exception’.  
Moreover, by making  claims about the comedic capabilities of the women in 
Bridesmaids, he calls those very capabilities in question. 
 
One option taken by creators of female-centred comedies is the subversive, unruly 
route, whereby a woman (or female character) is “unable or unwilling to confine 
herself to her proper place” (Karlyn 1995, p. 31), a position taken up by actor and 
writer Melissa McCarthy who “has been a revolutionary presence in big-screen 
comedy” (Doyle 2014). In doing so, McCarthy has perhaps subverted a tendency 
whereby, according to Kathleen Rowe Karlyn, “There are few narrative options for 
strong examples of female unruliness” (2003, p. 130). Despite McCarthy’s streak of 
                                                
34 I have argued elsewhere (see Taylor, 2015a) that romantic comedies, despite having the word 
‘comedy’ in the title, are a genre in their own right and not necessarily – or, even, ideally  –  a sub-
category of the comedy mode. As Jeffers McDonald suggests, of her definition, it “does not insist that 
romcoms are necessarily funny” and that “while films of the genre generally end well and may elicit 
laughs along they way” she wants to “acknowledge the mixed emotions these films commonly depict 
and elicit” (2007, p. 10). 
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“vulgar, enjoyable, thoroughly female-driven summer comedies” (Doyle 2014), 
Mizejewski suggests this is the exception rather than the rule (2014, p. 22): 
 
Film comedy includes no long, ongoing line of Marie Dressler35 types, as 
opposed to the long line of Buster Keaton types extending to Steve Carrell and 
Jonah Hill. Instead, a large-bodied woman like McCarthy or Rebel Wilson 
occasionally does well against the odds […] but is profoundly at odds with the 
way women need to look and act in patriarchal culture.  
 
Wilson herself is candid about her place in mainstream film comedy: “If you are in 
guys’ comedies it’s not like you are ever going to just get handed some jokes and a 
brilliant role […] then they control how much of your stuff is allowed in the edit. You 
can’t overshadow the male leads. You can’t be too good” (cited Rafanelli 2015) 
(emphasis in original). 
 This observation speaks to a double cultural prejudice that women either are 
not or should not be funny. For example, writer-comedian Adam Carolla claims that 
to make good comedy: “Don’t hire chicks […] They make you hire a certain number 
of chicks and they’re always the least funny on the writing staff” (cited in Getlen 
2012). Meanwhile, Australian television and radio personality Chrissie Swan has 
revealed that, “One time, early in my radio career, I was told by a male boss that my 
role was specifically to ‘be fun, but never funny’. The funny bits would be covered 
off by the man I was working with” (2012, p. 7). By the same token, a female 
comedian has anonymously told an Australian newspaper of her experience in the 
Sydney comedy scene (Schlegl 2015):  
 
There weren’t many women – only a small handful of us, three or four. We 
were never allowed to be the funny ones. I would be cast in sketches as the 
girlfriend, the wife, the maid… [There were] never two women on stage at 
the same time.   
 
These prejudices (and I note them, because they are the same ones recalled by those 
reading screenplays or developing scripts) seem to manifest themselves in the various 
ways that continue to exclude women from comedy, either directly or indirectly (as 
are explored in the creative project, within which the protagonist works in this field).  
                                                
35 Academy award winning Marie Dressler defied contemporary height, weight and age requirements 
to become one of the top-grossing MGM stars of the early 1930s.  She received one of her Oscar 
nominations for her titular role in the comedy Emma (Praskins 1932). 
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For instance, Welsh comedian Jennie Collier recently made headlines when her 
booked appearance at a comedy event was cancelled to appease a client who did not 
“want too many women on the bill” (O'Meara 2014), with Collier revealing that this 
was indicative of “a widespread issue that many comics have experienced, the only 
difference in this case being that it was put into writing” (cited in Saul 2014).  
Meanwhile, another stand-up comedian (Anonymous 2012) reports of the demands of 
‘fitting in’ to a male dominated industry: 
 
When some of my fellow male comics bring women on stage by introducing 
us with ‘Please welcome another annoying cunt to the stage’ or ‘Not only is 
she a great comic but her tits are nice,’ I’m supposed to chuckle 
appreciatively.  
 
Australian comedian, actor and presenter Julia Morris reveals similarly that she was 
once given the introduction “The next act is Australian and it’s a girl so no guarantees 
that she will be funny, but she does give a really good blow job.  Please welcome 
Julia Roberts [sic]” (2009, p. 17).   
 As explored within the content of Funny/Peculiar, women are still routinely 
underrepresented within the screen comedy staple that is the television panel show, 
prompting the BBC in 2014 to introduce a quota, hoping to address the all-male 
monopoly (Thorpe 2014). Female representation however, as previously argued, is 
not necessarily a guarantee of the presence of female perspectives, as is central to this 
research. As Morris reveals of being on British comedy game panel show QI (Lloyd, 
2003): “I think my main contribution was cackling at anything the boys had to say, 
thus cementing the already deeply engrained belief out there that women aren’t 
funny” (2009, p. 106). Australian comedian and commentator Catherine Deveny 
(2013, p. 161) suggests this imbalance speaks to wider issues: 
 
Panel shows are the perfect microcosms of the accepted gender bias.  The ratio 
is about one woman to every four men.  The one female gives an illusion of 
equality, which shows how accustomed we are to the token nod.  One woman, 
it seems, is equal to four men, if you’re lucky. I call it the Gender Adjusted 
Representation Scale.  
 
If  “Comedy is one of the most important ways a culture talks to itself about itself” 
(Horton & Rapf 2013, p. 4), then we can conclude that as debates continue about 
women’s ability and/or permission to be funny, women remain excluded from the 
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very platforms upon which they might call into question the value of the status quo.  
As Helga Kotthoff  (2000, p. 57) reminds us: 
 
it is frequently emphasized that comedians and humorists are often socially 
very influential.  They define situations, and those who laugh along with them 
share these definitions.  In the professional world, women were rarely allowed 
to define situations. It is no wonder that they less often created humor in this 
context. 
 
When considering female perspectives in comedy, while it is important to note its 
marginalisation and absences it is also useful to consider responses to what I call 
‘over-represented’ female perspectives.  As Amanda Dunn (2013, p. 21) points out: 
 
There is an entrenched assumption that what men have to say is universal, 
while what women have to say is largely of interest only to other women.  
When it comes to comedy women seem to be in an invidious position. If they 
talk too much about being women, there is the constant eye-rolling about the 
abundance of period jokes; if they are too “masculine” in their style, that’s 
supremely unfunny as well. 
 
Screenwriter, comedian and actor Simon Pegg believes resistance to funny women is 
“because wit is an indication of intelligence and intelligence is a threat to elitism” 
(2015), which may explain some of the previously highlighted resistance to women 
being funny, in films or otherwise. But for a project, such as mine, specifically 
interested in funny, female perspectives, it is notable that (Pegg 2015): 
 
When a generation of female stand ups emerged in the 80s, men balked at talk 
of female issues, such as menstruation, claiming it not to be funny […] but 
finding humour in the experience was a necessity for men and women, and 
was key to democratising this nascent comic voice. 
 
However, the apparently alienating effect of funny, female perspectives is 
experienced by women as well as by men. In reviewing comedian Whitney 
Cummings’ eponymous sitcom in 2011, Mary Elizabeth Williams quips: “Who’s 
ready for more cellulite jokes? […] Ladies, don’t you just hate it when you’re 
ovulating? And guys are, like, not? Am I riiiiiiight?” (2011). Williams concludes in 
her review that “smart, complicated, breathtakingly goofy women” such as, according 
to Williams, McCarthy, Fey, Martha Plimpton and Jane Lynch “prove that you can be 
funny and a woman without constantly having to be funny about simply being a 
woman” (2011, emphasis added).  
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The angle Williams takes when critiquing the narrative choices is worth noting 
– it is the overrepresentation of a female perspective she perceives as most irritating. 
These kinds of discourse are prevalent around women in comedy as demonstrated, for 
example, in The New York Post’s scathing review of Fey and Poehler’s Golden 
Globes hosting – “Too much estrogen!” (Smith, K 2014) – and any number of 
commentaries on Dunham’s narrative choices in Girls. This comes back to the fact 
that “Comedy has often posited universal topics and audiences as white and male” 
(Mizejewski 2014, p. 141) and thus comedy from a female perspective seems to be 
received as a negation of the universal experience. Interviewed about her role as head 
writer on Inside Amy Schumer (Schumer & Powell 2013), Jenny Klein notes of 
screenwriting for comedy: “I've definitely been in rooms where you feel like writing 
things that have too much quote-unquote female subject matter is not necessarily 
going to be welcome. It's seen as, ‘Oh, this is too narrow,’ or, ‘Guys won't enjoy 
this’” (Zuckerman 2015) (emphasis in original). Sarah Silverman acknowledges, of 
developing her eponymous sitcom for Comedy Central in 2007, “In theory, at least, it 
was already risky to center the show on a female” (2010, p. 187). 
As Jacey writes, of screenwriting practice and script development, “We are 
still risk averse in what we allow heroines to do and be” (2010b, p. 179).  Based on 
my research, I suggest that included in those perceived risks is not only letting women 
‘drive’ comedies, but also having those protagonists be funny about their particular 
lived experience of being a woman. It is perhaps this risk aversion, then, that 
contributes to the ways in which women continue to be excluded from, and 
marginalised within, mainstream comedy features and how this leads not only to 
decreased comic female perspectives, but also explicit resistance to perceived over-
representations of the same. When Kaplan suggests that “Drama helps us dream about 
what we could be, but comedy helps us live with who we are” (2013, p. 20) (emphasis 
in original), he articulates a value of comedy that theoretically implies inclusion 
beyond, for example, issues and perceptions of gender. Horton believes, “Comedy is a 
way of looking at the universe, more than merely a genre of literature, drama, film or 
television” and that in fact, as I quoted at the start of this section, “comedy is a 
perspective” (2000, p. 5) (emphasis in original). How comedy is, or could be, a female 
perspective is where this discussion goes next. 
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Funny, female perspectives in script development 
 
 
CADY (V.O) 
Having lunch with the Plastics was like leaving the actual 
world and entering “Girl World.”  And Girl World had a lot of 
rules. 
 
(Fey 2003, p. 19) 
 
In the above protagonal voice-over from Mean Girls (2004), screenwriter Fey makes 
a distinction between the ‘actual’ world and ‘girl’ world. In doing so, she makes 
literal a comic device whereby a normal world is established from which to depart, 
deploying this technique specifically for an exploration of female perspectives. At the 
same time, she uses a voice-over, despite the “ideological argument against the use of 
voice-over that one frequently encounters” in screenwriting manuals (Price 2010).36  
Voice-over is, however, one of a collection of narrative techniques Sternberg calls 
“personal and verbal (and fully filmable) perspectivemes” which function to engage 
“the personal narrative voice on the level of narrative perspective” (1997, p. 132) 
(emphases in original). Voice-over and onscreen narration are techniques that have 
been historically recruited by feminist filmmakers, as part of an overarching strategy 
to combat (in part) such commercial mainstays as the three-act structure, that 
“Through its omniscient consciousness, which seeks to efface the presence of a 
specific narrator […] normalises female passivity” (Sexton-Finck 2009, p. 65).  
My research seeks ways in which screenwriters (and screenwriting 
researchers) can think about these sorts of strategies, as well as introducing new 
‘perspectivemes’, for putting funny, female perspectives on the page. Therefore, in 
this final section of Part 1, I draw from the research of the previous sections to 
connect and consolidate those ideas. In doing so, I am able to examine the conditions 
within which a funny, female protagonist is developed for mainstream screenplays, 
and the considerations that necessitate or inspire the devising and recruiting of 
techniques to depict her perspective from the position of screenwriting practice. 
 In other words, this section discusses the different ways in which the female 
protagonist and her perspective might be compromised in mainstream screenwriting 
and comedy practices. The space – between intention and reception – that this 
                                                
36 This may be of special note when considering Fey, who had never yet written a feature length 
screenplay, has acknowledged she relied heavily on Field’s seminal Screenplay when writing Mean 
Girls – see Johnson, T (2004) and Yardley (2013). 
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research explores is not necessarily from the standpoint of creative control. Many 
screenwriters, as previously noted, bridge this gap by expanding their role – as 
Gervais has said, “The only reason I became a director is to get what I had in mind 
onto the telly” (2009) – but the focus of my research is more particular, in that it is 
interested in a specificity of perspective and how it may, or may not, survive the 
transition from the pages of the screenplay to the screen. This section further argues 
that received wisdom and cultural understandings, combined with elusive ideas of 
perspective, suggest that ‘perspective’ as a screenwriting convention may be tenuous, 
absent or misunderstood in the screenwriter’s practice and future development 
processes. Ultimately, this research explores the notion of ‘perspective’ as an element 
of screenwriting practice that might be given the same sorts of consideration as the 
more common elements, such as narrative, character and visual storytelling. Here I 
extend upon that discussion to apply these thoughts to funny, female perspectives. 
This section (and, by extension, all of Part 1) will conclude with a brief rationale on 
the importance of perspectival considerations for screenwriting practice and script 
development, and an outline of how screenwriting conventions were observed or 
transgressed in the writing of Funny/Peculiar, as a transition into Part 2 (the 
screenplay itself) in which these ideas are tested and performed. 
 To write briefly then from within the Australian context (where my screenplay 
is set and my practice is based), it is interesting to note the building momentum 
around the production of more women’s stories on screen. In January 2016, as part of 
its five point, $5 million dollar plan over three years, Screen Australia’s Gender 
Matters initiative announced the next step, which includes the Brilliant Stories 
funding program “for projects that satisfy the ‘Three Tick Test’ – ensuring that three 
out of four creative positions of producer, writer, director, and protagonist are female” 
(Screen Australia 2016). Notably, the protagonist – by definition, a fictional entity – 
is considered to be a ‘creative position’, alongside those of the producer, writer and 
director. It is not didacticism prompting me to point his out – after all, an actor would 
ultimately be engaged to depict this protagonist should the film go into production – 
but rather a wish to highlight the implied acknowledgement that a female character 
around which the narrative is centred is a significant consideration. Especially when 
moving toward a projection that “by the end of 2018, Screen Australia aims to see [a 
significant amount of] production funding go to creative teams (writer, producer, 
director and protagonist) that are at least 50% female” (Bizzaca 2015). It is relevant 
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for screenwriters of female protagonists, given that scripts inevitably enter a period of 
script development before being realised on screen, that this initiative acknowledges 
that there is a stigma to be overcome when centring a narrative upon a female 
character. As Maslin has said of seeking financing for The Dressmaker, “I talked to a 
number of distributors and was constantly told that being a female skewed film 
limited its appeal” (cited in Bizzaca 2015). 
Despite this, Hopscotch Pictures’ producer and executive Troy Lum has said: 
“I’d like to see Australian films more geared towards females to compete with the 
domination of the studios - we need to tell great female stories, we need female 
superheroes” (2013). Lum goes on to explain that he does not mean superhero in the 
conventional sense, suggesting: “women want greater complexity. When I was 
thinking of what a great female superhero is now […], she’s kind of like an ordinary 
woman that, kind of, wins the day” (2013). We might extend Lum’s observation to 
suggest that women want to recognise themselves within that category of protagonists 
that Kaplan calls the comic ‘non-hero’37, the character that “tells the truth that our 
lives and our behaviours are often illogical, irrational, or inappropriate, or sometimes 
all three simultaneously” (2013, p. 84). I will shortly examine further the potential 
obstacles to developing a female protagonist with these qualities, but first it may be 
useful to discuss the challenges of developing comedy screenplays more broadly.  
Simply put, the problem with comedy is that it is subjective, yet it has to be 
unanimous. Developing a comedy feature film involves a chain of collaborators; each 
with their own notion of what is ‘funny’, working toward an outcome that unites an 
audience in laughter. Ideally, as Frank Krutnik (2013, p. 90) puts it: 
 
The affective release of laughter transforms the cinema audience from an 
assembly of individual viewers into members of a provisional community, 
who are able to enjoy the same experiences and respond to them as one. 
 
Kaplan points out that “unlike other art forms, comedy is the only one that requires a 
specific physiological reaction (e.g., laughter) from a large number of strangers […] 
no other art form requires that kind of uniform response” (2013, p. 188). Indeed, 
dramas, which will likely still attract (possibly conflicting) opinions on story structure 
and character from those collaborating on its development, do not usually prompt 
division around the minutiae of whether each beat or event elicits enough of one 
                                                
37 The subject of Chapter 7 in Kaplan (2013, pp. 75-115)  
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specifically required emotion or response from the potential audience. As actor Bryan 
Cranston, who has starred in both drama and comedy38, told an interviewer (Tattersall 
2013): 
 
Comedy is harder to do because it's more fragile […] You have to be really 
specific with comedy and, boy, if you lean too hard on something you can kill 
it. Comedy is delicate and it's like, “Oh, it rose. Quickly, patiently, get it out of 
the oven.” Drama is like meat loaf: it will be good tomorrow.   
 
That is why, for the comedy screenwriter, her screenplay is interested in limiting the 
range of possible interpretations – more so, arguably, than for those working in other 
modes. With the ‘funniness’ of a comedy dependent upon a variety of interdependent 
factors such as rhythm, tempo, and point-of-view, the soufflé of Cranston’s metaphor 
is constantly vulnerable to deflation and, for screen comedies, this can happen during 
any part of the development and production processes. King concurs that comedy is 
“defined to a significant extent according to the emotional reaction it is intended to 
provoke” (2002, p. 2), and it is this call to emotion I wish to highlight here, because it 
implies a reliance on instinct on the part of the creator. Thus in a hierarchy of 
production, a chain through which a screenplay must inevitably pass, a protagonist’s 
‘funniness’ might be ultimately validated (or not) by whomever holds the highest 
stakes and/or authority. The screenwriter’s quest for unanimity concerning her funny, 
female protagonist (as will soon be further discussed) may well be fraught with 
variables.   
 Developing comedy, my research suggests, requires consideration of three 
factors: focus, truth and normality (all of which, as we shall see, have ramifications 
for a female protagonist). Believing “The point is to probe comedy’s depths, not chop 
it into portions” (Cook 1949, p. 81), this discussion will not review and deliver an 
extended outline of comedy’s technical specifications as proposed over various 
discourses, but rather explore the conditions within which it might thrive. 
 King suggests that “In order to be marked out as comic, the events represented 
– or the mode of representation – tend to be different in characteristic ways from what 
is usually expected in the non-comic world” (2002, p. 5). In other words, comedy 
requires a unity of expectation from which to deviate. King’s ‘non-comic’ world, 
then, is the world we live in, one we all experience differently from within our own 
                                                
38 Examples include Breaking Bad (Gilligan 2008) and Malcolm in the Middle (Boomer 2000). 
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subjectivities. This is something a comedy screenwriter must reconcile when seeking 
“to surprise the audience by taking their expectations of truth (their own experiences) 
and giving them something entirely different” (Duncan 2008, p. 149). As writer and 
comedian Tim Ferguson puts it, “To create out-loud laughter, writers must create a 
surprise which accords with the audience’s perception of truth” (2014, p. 18). I 
suggest, then, that without defining the protagonist’s perspective, a reader and 
eventual audience will not know from whose ‘usually expected’ events – from whose 
‘truth’ – we experience those comedic departures. In the event of ambiguity, this 
position likely defaults to a so-called ‘universal’ subjectivity, deriving from “the 
Western platonic philosophical tradition which takes man as its term of reference and 
simply poses woman as everything that is other, as non-man” (de Lauretis 1984, p. 
160). As Brett Mills suggests, “if comedy results from the deviancy from accepted 
norms, how can a woman be funny if femininity is in and of itself seen as deviant?” 
(2005, p. 120).    
In developing a mainstream, comedy screenplay, all of these assumptions, 
consciously or otherwise, may come into play, by the screenwriter herself or the 
people with whom she may go on to develop the script. It may stand to reason, then, 
that female perspectives in screenplays more generally are compromised by 
“commercial cinema’s assumption of this universal subjectivity”, which ultimately 
leads to the fact that “female characters, who do not possess the privileged attributes 
of traditional masculinity, are not generally agents in the narrative, and consequently 
hold little authority on mainstream screen” (Sexton-Finck 2009, p. 65).   
 Given, then, that script development processes (as outlined previously) have 
been informed by screenwriting discourse, it is notable that (as Jacey points out), 
“none of the screenwriting guides have paid much attention to the differences 
between men’s and women’s lives and to what happens if the hero is a heroine” nor 
have they “seriously worked out what happens to the rules and conventions if a 
heroine leads the action” (2010b, p. xv). Vogler likewise acknowledges, of his own 
The Writer’s Journey, “There may be some masculine bias built into the description 
of the hero cycle since many of its theoreticians have been male […] There may be a 
real difference in the form of men’s and women’s journeys” (2007, p. xxi).39  Both 
                                                
39 It should be noted that research and publications specifically responding to Vogler’s work in this 
way include The Virgin’s Promise: Writing Stories of Feminine Creative, Spiritual, and Sexual 
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related and additional to this question of difference, is the potential resistance to its 
exploration, whereby the high “status of masculine discourse in our culture means that 
it is easier to alienate the male section of the audience than the female” (Macdonald, 
M 1995, p. 59). In other words, the reluctance “to tell women's stories [is] the 
assumption that while women can identify with both female and male characters, men 
can only identify with other men” (Moran, R 2015).  
 This problem of identification may be a contributing factor in script 
development processes where “Everyone in the creative process of developing a 
heroine is going to be concerned about her audience appeal” (Jacey 2010b, p. 31).   
Jacey attributes the enduring existence of screen clichés for female characters to this 
tendency, stemming from traditional notions of how women should be, and (which is 
useful when considering script development processes) “the tricky business of writing 
a heroine and pleasing the many people you write for” (2010b, p. 31). On developing 
her screenplay for Young Adult (2011), Cody (cited in Freeman 2012) reveals that 
even her long time collaborator (director/executive producer) Jason Reitman had his 
doubts about the lead (female) character’s likeability, and points out the contradiction: 
 
There are so many comedies in which a guy plays a man-child and that’s seen 
as funny […] Also, women are always supposed to be likable in movies, it’s 
men who get the juicy parts.  I wanted to make a female character who was 
unlikable but also interesting.  
 
Jacey likewise believes, “a million heroines die the death of oversoftening every day 
of the year. They drown in the sea of forgettability because they simply aren’t 
complex enough” (2010b, p. 25) (emphasis in original). This endemic softening of 
female characters dates back at least as far as Lizzie Francke’s 1994 Script Girls, a 
book which (as Jacey explains) contains an in-depth exploration of how screenwriters 
“were pressured by producers and executives to tone down strength and complexity in 
their female characters” (2010b, p. 180). This ongoing aspect of gendered script 
development has the self-perpetuating effect of both informing and being influenced 
by a societal obfuscation of female perspective. As actor Meryl Streep told an 
interviewer, “The hardest thing […] is to have a story that [has] men in the audience 
feel[ing] like they know what I feel like” (Moran, R 2015). 
 Aronson deftly sums up the job of the screenwriter as “depict[ing] simply, 
                                                                                                                                      
Awakening (2010) by Kim Hudson and The Heroine’s Journey: Woman’s Quest for Wholeness (1990) 
by Maureen Murdock. 
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vividly and without any ambiguity, not only what the camera is seeing but also the 
order in which it sees it” (2010, p. 469) – but, given the challenging conditions 
outlined above, we might also ask, from whose perspective?   
“If the choice and sequence of image content, camera angle, position and 
movement” Sternberg writes, “feature dominantly in the scene text, they clearly 
reflect a screenwriter’s aesthetic conception for the narrative perspective” (1997, p. 
158). Bolton, writing about the welcome and rare portrayals of female subjectivity in 
film, clarifies: “When using the term ‘subjectivity’ I refer to the individual, mental 
perspective of a character, which can be represented by a point-of-view shot that is 
either literal or subjective” (2009, p. 65). But, as discussed earlier in the context of 
screenwriting conventions, explicit mention of the camera is usually considered 
outside of industry standards, even though ambiguity can be avoided with 
“information given about what camera should be used and from whose perspective the 
scene is to be visualised” (Ingelstrom 2014, p. 36) (emphasis added). Strategically 
writing point-of-view shots into her own PhD screenplay (as one of her raft of 
techniques), Sexton-Finck explains, “This is the most extreme expression of a 
character’s subjectivity, as it allows an audience to literally view the world through 
their eyes, establishing the highest level of identification between the spectator and 
the subject on screen” (2009, p. 310).  
 Of course, if we carried a consistency of ocularisation through to its logical 
point, we would never see the protagonist, and this camera technique (the mention of 
which may be welcome or not on the pages of a screenplay) is but one way to depict 
perspective. Michael Toolan writes (of literature) about a broader focalisation to 
achieve a “viewpoint from which things are seen, felt, understood, assessed […] – 
where ‘seen’ is interpreted in a broad sense” (1988, p. 68). To achieve this, a 
screenwriter might explore what Sternberg calls the ‘comment’ mode of scene text (as 
distinct from ‘report’ or ‘description’), which serves to elucidate upon “the clearly 
visible or audible elements” (1997, p. 73). She elaborates, “A complex organization 
of the possibilities of perspective, in particular, requires continuous statements in the 
scene text” (Sternberg 1997, p. 158).  
Of course, as previously discussed “screenwriting manuals tend to insist that a 
screenplay should omit comment, because it cannot be translated into visual terms” 
(Price 2010, p. 114). For example, while Sternberg (from her close readings of 
screenplays) observes, “Most of them make use of the adjunct like and the 
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conjunctions as if or as though” (1997, p. 87), McKee warns “‘As if’ […] is a trope 
that doesn’t exist on screen. A character doesn’t come through a door ‘as if’.  He [sic] 
comes through the door – period” (1997, p. 392).  
However, with comedy being ever dependent upon knowing “who, at that 
moment, has our emotional focus” (Kaplan 2013, p. 188) and mainstream 
screenwriting models and conventions frequently defaulting to the universal (male) 
subject (see, just for one instance, McKee’s quote ending the previous paragraph) 
then the funny, female protagonist’s perspective is a tenuous proposition on the pages 
of a screenplay aiming to “realise the ideal of ‘showing’ without narration” (Price 
2010, p. 120). However, it is this ‘ideal’ I have experimented with in the screenplay 
that follows, with a view to exploring the constraints of the mainstream frameworks. 
I have deliberately employed few of the narratological focalisation techniques 
identified and executed by feminist film theorists and filmmakers, such as “point-of-
view shooting style […], direct address […] voice over narration and flashback 
sequences” (Sexton-Finck 2009, p. 96), especially where these deviate from the 
constraints inherent in mainstream screenwriting practice, as it is this very set of 
constraints my practice seeks to push up against and examine by testing how well 
they facilitate a funny, female centred narrative. In the same vein, neither ‘we-
formations’ nor camera directions are deployed in the prose narrative of the scene text. 
I have, however, continued to develop my screenwriting voice by embracing, as 
Sternberg does, that commentary in scene text is as valid a recourse as report and 
description, especially where “Through the use of comparison, simile and metaphor” 
perspective might be expressed, and how, through such literary devices, 
“screenwriters are able to substantiate moods and emotions” (1997, p. 87).  Indeed, as 
Avieson reminds us, “A rich metaphor can communicate an elusive idea or 
complicated concept more effectively than a detailed description” (2008), and it is this 
brevity and economy of language the screenwriter strives for when committing her 
vision to 99 pages of screenplay. Reflections on the project and practice are further 
discussed in Part 3: Reversal, as well as the landscape of flipped reality narratives 
within which both are situated.  From here I reflect upon the insights arising for the 
funny, female perspectives, including my experiments with the second person in 
screenplay scene texts, a technique that I argue might do for screenplay form what the 
‘flipped-reality’ device does for content in terms of fusing marginalised perspectives 
to the page.  
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What now follows is Part 2: Screenplay. Funny/Peculiar recruits Kaplan’s 
definition of a comic premise, being “a lie that imagines an impossible or improbable 
world that could never happen, but what would happen next?” (2013, p. 219), or, as 
Vorhaus puts it, “The comic premise is the gap between comic reality and real reality” 
(1994, p. 16).  Employing a parallel universe as a narrative device, in the form of the 
‘flipped-reality’, has made literal these conditions of a comic premise. This is 
explored through Giglio’s “comedic sequence approach” (2012, pp. 88-90), which, as 
previously explained, conforms to the three-act structure: “setting up the character, 
having events happen, and then having the character react to those events” (Giglio 
2012, p. 92). The notion of perspective is forefronted through the employment of the 
‘flipped reality’ narrative device, which is introduced in the second sequence, coming 
out of the first sequence which (adhering to plot sequencing theory) gives “a sense of 
what the protagonist’s life would have been like if the events that lead to the story 
hadn’t interfered” (Gulino 2004, p. 14).    
“For the practice of screenwriting” writes Sternberg, “elements of filmic 
perspective should be prepared in the dialogue and scene text in order to guarantee 
their realization by the blueprint reader” (1997, p. 158). Aware of the possibilities, 
limitations and obstacles around this endeavour, especially as it pertains a funny, 
female feature film protagonist and her perspective, Funny/Peculiar works largely 
within the confines of mainstream screenwriting models and conventions to both 
perform and reflect the concerns of my research by giving those same concerns to a 
cast of female characters. As a feminist project, it is aware of and speaks to the 
apparent paradox of also being a comedy project. As Deborah Finding puts it, “In the 
mainstream, at least – feminism and humour are rarely mentioned in the same 
sentence, unless ‘humour’ is followed with ‘less’” (2010, p. 127).  My creative 
practice, as enacted in this screenplay, hopes to redress such notions. 
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PART 2: SCREENPLAY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FUNNY/PECULIAR 
 
A feature-length comedy screenplay 
 
by 
 
Stayci Taylor 
 
INT. RECEPTION CENTRE - NIGHT
A crowd of eager GUESTS gather in a foyer, drinking cheap 
bubbles. Each their own version of dressed-for-the-wedding.  
INT. BACK ROOM - NIGHT
The bride faces her heavily made-up self in the mirror.  
This is FRAN, forty-plus, unremarkable looking in the 
conventional sense but with features that some find striking.  
She doesn’t. Not right now especially.  
She tries to rip off the veil. A picture-perfect bridesmaid, 
MEGAN, rushes to her side.
MEGAN
Fran!
The veil elastic snaps painfully at FRAN’s forehead. 
FRAN
I can’t do it. I don’t even fit the 
stupid dress!
She stands to demonstrate. FRAN is only heavy by magazine 
standards but, yes, the dress is struggling.
MEGAN
You look great.
FRAN
Bullshit! And I haven’t had a carb 
all fucking month!
Beat. A minister is now standing there. Oops.  
MINISTER
Everything all right ladies? 
MEGAN
(covering with a smile)
We’ll see you out there.
FRAN’s flushed and dishevelled. The minister leaves.
MEGAN (CONT’D)
Suck it up, babe. You’re only doing 
it for the money.
FRAN sinks back into her chair. Reattaches the veil. And puts 
in a set of false comedy teeth.
INT. RECEPTION CENTRE - CONTINUOUS
The bridal march plays.
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FRAN and MEGAN make their entrance, passing a sign: 
LARFALOUD DINNER THEATRE WELCOMES COOLAROO HARDWARE!
SERVERS slap down grey-looking entrees. 
FRAN and MEGAN ham up the classic step-together, step-
together down an aisle between the tables, heading toward -
The groom - a life-sized cardboard cut-out of Prince Harry.  
And the Minister. This is ROSS, a portly, fifty-plus veteran 
of dinner theatre. 
Harry’s on wheels. ROSS gives him a little nudge so that he 
rolls towards the tables.
ROSS
Too late to do a runner, your 
Highness!
But all attention is on FRAN - dress wide open at the back.  
Big laughs. She flashes her crooked smile demurely.   
ROSS looks for his next gag - and finds it. 
ROSS (CONT’D)
Ladies and gentlemen -
(points)
- the father of the groom!  
Reveal a BIG-EARED MAN in the crowd. His mates crack up.  
FRAN sees the BIG-EARED MAN’s embarrassment. She rushes 
straight past him to a DRUNK RED-HAIRED LARRIKIN.
FRAN
Major James Hewitt!
Everyone’s delighted, including ‘James’.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Can I call ya Dad, Dad?
Huge laughs from the crowd. Relief from the BIG-EARED MAN.  
ROSS smiles through gritted teeth, but FRAN’s on a roll. She 
finds a WOMAN, whose top displays a sequined crown applique.
FRAN (CONT’D)
OMG! That’s exactly how I vajazzled 
my vajayjay for our wedding night, 
Harry!!
Roars of laughter greet this outrageous revelation. FRAN’s 
having a blinder.
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INT. BACK ROOM - LATER
FRAN’s back in her regular clothes - revealing an op shop 
dress sense that skates a fine line between shabby chic and 
just plain daggy. She wipes off her make-up, on a high.
MEGAN enters, with a chicken parma and chips. Out of costume, 
MEGAN’s pretty face is offset by a semi-shaved dyed haircut 
and a recently reinserted nose ring.
MEGAN
(breaking bad news)
Sorry, mate.
FRAN
(shocked)
But they loved me!
MEGAN
I told you.  The brides can’t be 
funnier than Ross.
FRAN
Then why did he hire a comedian?
MEGAN
Well, technically he didn’t.
With a sympathetic shrug, MEGAN tucks into her parma. 
FRAN
Can I change my mind about the free 
feed, then?
MEGAN
Kitchen’s closed.
On FRAN - of course it is.
EXT. TRAM STOP/INT. TRAM - LATER
TITLES OVER:
Music: Seven Day Fool - Etta James
The tram arrives, wrapped in radio advertising. MEGAN jumps 
in.  FRAN takes a couple of final drags on her ciggy.  
Male radio announcers smile at her from the side of the tram.  
Baz and Crabbo. Farnsey and Fergo. Smutz and Gubbo. FRAN 
stubs out her fag.  Then, thinking twice before discarding, 
puts it half-smoked back in the pack.
FRAN touches on. MEGAN’s perched on a single seat.  
FRAN looks at her options. Several MEN take up two seats with 
man-spread. None look up from their devices.
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FRAN takes hold of a hand rail. She looks up at an ad 
promising a bikini body in six weeks.
EXT. MELBOURNE STREETS - NIGHT
TITLES and music continue over:
The tram passes campaign billboards for an upcoming election.  
Male candidates dominate the field.  
EXT. CENTRAL MELBOURNE STREET - NIGHT
TITLES and music continue over:
The tram stops. FRAN and MEGAN get off. They walk over to a 
liquor store. Above it looms a billboard advertising the AFL 
Grand Final.
INT. LIQUOR STORE - NIGHT
TITLES and music continue over:
MEGAN puts a bottle of wine on the counter. FRAN adds three 
more.
TITLES and music out.
INT. FRAN’S SHARE HOUSE - LATER
Meanwhile, where Fran lives, it’s business as usual.  
Marijuana and papers on the coffee table. A roach in the 
ashtray. On the couch is PAUL - early 40s and quite good 
looking in an aging roadie kind of way. Right now he’s stoned 
and watching a leaders’ debate on TV.   
CANDIDATE 1
And that’s why we’re committed to 
increasing the mining tax. 
CANDIDATE 2
Yet you said exactly the opposite 
two weeks ago to the miner’s union. 
CANDIDATE 1
(caught)
No, well, that was - look, put it 
this way, I d-d-d-
CANDIDATE 1 lapses into an intelligible stutter.
PAUL
Awk-ward.
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A giggle from the kitchen area. Reveal the heavy-set and baby 
faced STONER ANNIE.  
She’s making jaffles like it’s her life’s work.  
STONER ANNIE
Yeah, awk-ward!
She opens the fridge to grab condiments and closes it again. 
On the fridge door are pictures of the housemates. Fran at a 
stand-up gig. A loved up pic of couple Paul and Megan. A 
drunken selfie of all four.
MEGAN and FRAN enter with the wine. MEGAN grabs glasses. FRAN 
brightens at the sight of the jaffles.
FRAN
Yes, please!
STONER ANNIE
Thought you weren’t doing carbs.
FRAN
I am now.
STONER ANNIE
Awk-ward!
MEGAN
That’s... not really awkward.
STONER ANNIE
Why not? 
FRAN
Don’t worry about it.
STONER ANNIE
You want marshmallows?
ANNIE’s jaffle creations are taking on epic proportions.
FRAN
I’m good.
MEGAN takes two wines to the couch and settles in beside 
PAUL. The leaders’ debate continues on TV.
CANDIDATE
We want to see less people 
unemployed...
MEGAN
Fewer.
FRAN takes her wine and slumps down beside MEGAN.
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FRAN
Was I always such a loser?
MEGAN
No. In Grade 4 you were going round 
with Jason Dwyer. And you won the 
talent quest.
FRAN
That’s it?
MEGAN
It was a good year for you.
CANDIDATE
We won’t lay down...
MEGAN
Lie down.
FRAN
I always said I’d quit comedy if I 
hadn’t made it by forty.
STONER ANNIE
When’s that?
FRAN
Three years ago. You were at my 
party.
STONER ANNIE
Aw-kward!
FRAN
(explains)
Yeah, but awkward for you.
STONER ANNIE
Oh - right. 
CANDIDATE
Unlike our opponent, we’re not 
adverse to change!
MEGAN
Averse! I can’t believe these 
idiots could be running our country 
tomorrow! 
FRAN
Which ones are these idiots?
PAUL
You’re joking, right?
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MEGAN
She’s not.
(to FRAN)
Don’t forget to vote tomorrow. You 
can’t afford another fine. 
STONER ANNIE
Awk-ward!
MEGAN
Yeah, still not really awkward.
A commercial break on TV. PAUL changes channel to a comedy 
panel show.
COMEDIAN 1
My dick hurts!
COMEDIAN 2
I make my own cream for that.
PAUL cracks up. The TV shows a close-up of the token woman 
(CHLOE), also laughing.
FRAN
See, why can’t I have her job?
MEGAN
She’s only there to laugh at their 
jokes.
FRAN
I could do that. Look, this is my 
“oh, you’re so funny” laugh.  
(demonstrates)
And my “boys-will-be-boys“ laugh.
(demonstrates)
And this one’s just to make my chin 
look good.  
MEGAN
That might need work.
STONER ANNIE
You hungry, Megan?
MEGAN
I already ate. At the show.
STONER ANNIE
(remembers)
Oh, yeah!
(to FRAN)
How was it?
FRAN
I got fired on my first night.  
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STONER ANNIE (CONT’D)
(unsure)
Awkward?
FRAN
There ya go.
STONER ANNIE’s pleased with herself. FRAN slugs back on her 
wine, and focusses on the TV. Slo-mo on CHLOE, tossing back 
her hair and laughing.  
EXT. FRAN’S DAD’S - THE NEXT DAY
A small, overgrown yard. FRAN hangs some greying white Y-
fronts and singlets on a rickety line.
INT. FRAN’S DAD’S - DAY
DAVE, late-sixties and looking every day of it, rolls a smoke 
in his dark, dingy little kitchen. FRAN enters with the empty 
washing basket.
DAVE
My list’s on the fridge, love.
Without looking at it...
FRAN
Fill prescriptions, put your bets 
on, buy tobacco.
DAVE
And Chisel’s hungry.
A ratty chihuahua-cross yaps at FRAN.
FRAN
I’m not feeding that.
DAVE
Just pick up some dog biscuits.  
But have a cup of tea first.
FRAN
Yeah, I might have to pass.
DAVE
Wind.
FRAN
Dad.
FRAN rinses a grimy cloth from the sink.
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DAVE
Go on, put the jug on. We’ll have a 
smoke.
FRAN
I’m trying to quit.
DAVE
Yeah, me too.
He lights up. Fran looks at the list.
FRAN
Two each way on ‘Cracking Jenny’?
DAVE
Won her last two starts and still 
paying three forty.
FRAN can’t respond. She wipes the windowsill, picking up 
knickknacks one by one.
DAVE (CONT’D)
You all right, love?
FRAN
I’m fine.
DAVE
You don’t like me betting on horses 
called Jenny.
FRAN
It’s okay. It’s just a name.  
DAVE
In that case, five each way.
FRAN
Dad!
DAVE
What? It’s just my little way of 
paying tribute to your mum.
FRAN
Yeah, except it’s always me doing 
the paying.
DAVE
Well, you never know. My sickness 
bene might go up after tonight.
FRAN quickly gathers her things.
DAVE (CONT’D)
Did you forget to vote?
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FRAN
(lies)
No!
She leaves.
DAVE
(after her)
Pharmacy shuts at five!
EXT. POLLING STATION - LATER
FRAN has her dad’s supplies as she approaches the entrance.  
A sign: polls shut. FRAN slumps and walks the other way.
First lines over:
LES
...and I said, I don’t just use it 
for making holes in donuts!
Big LAUGHS.
INT. CACKER’S COMEDY CLUB - NIGHT
Punters are dribbling in, leaning on the bar or taking spots 
at the tables. LES, red nosed king of his own small kingdom, 
warms up the small crowd.
LES (CONT’D)
We’ve got two women on tonight, so 
best get the first one over with...
Waiting in the wings, with a glass of wine, FRAN hears the 
crowd LAUGH.
FRAN
(as if to the crowd)
Really?
LES
Let’s give some half-hearted 
applause for my old mate, Fran 
Wandsworth!
FRAN enters with her glass of wine, playing along. She greets 
LES with a kiss on the cheek.
LES (CONT’D)
(in her ear)
Get a few laughs and I’ll let you 
suck my cock.
FRAN covers with a smile, taking over the mic as he leaves.
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FRAN (CONT’D)
So, my doctor always wants to know 
how much I drink.
A group of HEN’S NIGHT REVELLERS have arrived. 
FRAN (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
I could be sitting there with a 
javelin through my head and she’d 
still be like, ‘so, on average, how 
many standard drinks?’ And 
apparently the correct answer’s not 
‘as many as I can until it all runs 
out’.
The HEN’S NIGHT REVELLERS laugh.
HEN 1
That was actually quite funny.
MOMENTS LATER
The room’s steadily filling, with many enjoying FRAN’s set.
MEGAN and STONER ANNIE arrive and take a table at the back.
FRAN (CONT’D)
So remember when all those famous 
women were ‘accidentally’ flashing 
their vaginas in the tabloids?  
Strangely, not something that was 
ever picked up by the guys. Never 
saw Russell Crowe swinging out of 
his limo with his junk hanging out 
of his stubbies.  
In the wings, LES gives FRAN the wind up sign.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Turns out getting your vagina in 
the press is a lot harder than it 
looks, and I should know. Ever 
tried flashing your gash from the 
86 tram? 
A limp little man with a cashbox winces at this joke. This is 
DON who runs the room.
FRAN (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
You’ve been lovely, I’ve been 
sober, and it’s definitely time to 
do something about that - good 
night!
APPLAUSE as FRAN leaves the stage, crossing with LES.
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LES
Fran Wandsworth, ladies and 
gentlemen or - as we call her 
backstage; your fourth back-up if 
you haven’t scored by the end of 
the night!   
On her way to the bar, FRAN is stopped by DON.
DON
Nice set.
FRAN
Nice enough to get a better spot?
DON ignores the question.
DON
Could you just peg it back on the, 
you know.
FRAN
No...
DON points to FRAN’s crotch.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Are you seriously pointing at my 
vagina?
DON
It’s just a bit much.
FRAN
It was one joke, Don.
DON
So your set won’t miss it, right?  
Cheers for that, Fran.
DON leaves. FRAN shakes her head.  On stage -
LES
He’s a talented new kid on the 
block, and a bloody great bloke as 
well - it’s Robbie McKenzie!
Freshly scrubbed and enthusiastic, ROBBIE bounces onto the 
stage on his sneakers.
ROBBIE
How’s it going? I’m awesome, thanks 
for asking.  Because I have an 
amazing sex life with my girlfriend 
- which is costing me a fortune in 
roofies.  
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(MORE)
But I went to MyBudget and they 
reckon it’s still cheaper than 
paying prostitutes so, yeah, 
winning! 
FRAN drinks with MEGAN and STONER ANNIE.
MEGAN
I’m just saying, vagina’s 
incorrect.  
FRAN
It’s what people call it, so. 
MEGAN
But it’s literally impossible to 
flash your vagina. It’s internal.
FRAN
No one cares.
MEGAN
Why can’t you say vulva?
FRAN
Ew!
STONER ANNIE
Or labia major?
FRAN
Thanks for the anatomy lesson, 
ladies, but I have to cut the joke 
anyway.  
Behind them, on stage:
ROBBIE
So, admit it, we’ve all got a 
nickname for our cock. Or, a 
dickname, amirite?
STONER ANNIE
Why don’t you do more Dr. Who 
jokes?
FRAN
I don’t do any Dr. Who jokes.
STONER ANNIE
Yeah. I think you probably should.
FRAN
Cool.  Thanks.
(to MEGAN)
How was your gig?
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ROBBIE (CONT'D)
MEGAN
Average. Ross stole all your gags.
That v-jazzling one was really 
wrong coming from him.
STONER ANNIE
Knock, knock.
FRAN
Who’s there?
STONER ANNIE
Doctor.
FRAN
Good one.
STONER ANNIE
I wasn’t finished.
LES is back on the stage.
LES
Give it up for Robbie McKenzie!!
Over the applause...
LES (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
Catch him again next month with all 
your favourite Cackers comics at 
our live TV special!   
STONER ANNIE
(to FRAN)
Yuss!
FRAN just looks at her, stony faced.
STONER ANNIE (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
You’re gonna be on TV!
FRAN gets up and leaves the table.
STONER ANNIE (CONT’D)
(tentative, to MEGAN)
Awkward?
MEGAN
Very.
INT. CACKER’S COMEDY CLUB (BACKSTAGE) - MOMENTS LATER
DON counts the cash door takings.
DON
Look, I had one spot for - you 
know...
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FRAN
For what?
DON tries not to lose count.
DON
Sixty, eighty...
FRAN
For what, Don?
DON
You know, special interest acts...
FRAN
I’m not a fucking juggler, Don.
DON
Well, there was one spot for - you 
know - and it’s filled.
FRAN deflates.
FRAN
Who got it?
INT. CACKER’S COMEDY CLUB - MOMENTS LATER
CHLOE, 20s, on stage, full of perky charm. She’s the woman 
from the TV panel show.
CHLOE
So I said, maybe if you weren’t a 
feminist, you wouldn’t be so fat!
FRAN throws back a tequila shot at the bar.  
INT. CACKER’S COMEDY CLUB - LATER
True to form, FRAN’s out-drinking MEGAN and STONER ANNIE and 
chasing beers with tequila. A HEN’S NIGHT REVELLER passes.
HEN 2
(to FRAN)
Hey, you were quite funny!
FRAN
Thanks!
HEN 2
I don’t like female comedians, but 
you were all right.
FRAN
Um... thanks?
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The HEN’S NIGHT REVELLER leaves to rejoin the flock.
MEGAN
You shouldn’t let Don dictate what 
you can and can’t say.
FRAN
Like you don’t let Ross tell you 
not to be funny?
MEGAN
Fair call.
STONER ANNIE
You see, this is why I decided to 
be my own boss.
MEGAN
You’re not your own boss.
STONER ANNIE
I’m the boss of Video Vault.
MEGAN
You just work there!  With Paul. 
STONER ANNIE
Paul’s not the boss! 
MEGAN
No, Darren’s the boss!
STONER ANNIE
Who?
MEGAN
Fine. Just stay stoned all your 
life and pretend you’re in charge.
FRAN
I don’t even want to be in charge.
She’s watching CHLOE, who’s drinking with DON, ROBBIE and 
some other COMEDIANS.
FRAN (CONT’D)
I just want that one spot.
MEGAN
That’s what happens, though. We all 
get sucked into competing for the 
crumbs. 
FRAN
I don’t care.  I want my crumb.
STONER ANNIE cracks up.
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FRAN (CONT’D)
What?
STONER ANNIE
One crumb!
She’s in a world of her own.
MEGAN
What happened to all that honest, 
edgy material you used to do?
FRAN
Excuse me - I’ve just been given a 
warning for referencing vaginas.
MEGAN
Incorrectly.
FRAN
I don’t need honest and edgy.  I 
just need to fit in.
MEGAN
You’re on the bottom of the bill 
anyway.
FRAN
Thanks.
MEGAN
You’ve got nothing to lose. Just be 
yourself.
FRAN slugs back her beer.
FRAN
Okay, I did think of this bit the 
other day. “So the doctor asked if 
I gave up smoking yet. I said I 
gave up men instead, since they’re 
more likely to kill me.”
MEGAN
I love it.  
FRAN
Annie’s not laughing.
MEGAN
That’s a good sign. It’s a keeper.
Reveal LES, who’s been listening.
LES
Yeah, if you like feminazi man 
bashing bullshit.
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FRAN
(to MEGAN)
See?
LES
You can’t go around saying all men 
are like that.
FRAN
I’m not. I’m just going with the 
stats.
LES
What the fuck would you know about 
it?
Beat. This hurts.
FRAN
I’m going for a smoke.
She leaves.  
LES
What?
MEGAN
Her stepfather killed her mum.  
Happy now?
STONER ANNIE
Awk-ward.
MEGAN
For fuck’s sake, Annie!
EXT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB/EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT
FRAN, drunk, tries to light her cigarette. But her lighter’s 
all sparks and no flame.
Pacing with frustration, she stops outside Video Vault next 
door.
A vintage Freaky Friday (1976) movie poster in the window.
FRAN takes in the image. The combined faces of Barbara Harris 
and Jodie Foster, sharing three eyes.  
FRAN turns away. A COUPLE pass on their way home.
GUY
Oh, hey!  You were quite funny for 
a girl.
The WOMAN looks at the chalk board outside, advertising 
tonight’s line-up.
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WOMAN
So which one’s you?
Supporting herself against the Video Vault’s door, FRAN tries 
her lighter one more time.
FRAN
Fran - right there at the bottom...
The WOMAN nods and the COUPLE move on.
FRAN (CONT’D)
(to herself)
...wishing I was at the top.
Finally a flame. It slowly ignites the tip.  
As FRAN drags in the smoke, Jodie Foster’s eyes flash on that 
Freaky Friday poster above FRAN’s head...
INT. HOTEL SUITE - MORNING 
FRAN wakes up from a seated sleep at a table. No idea where 
she is.  
She takes in her surroundings. A corporate hotel suite.  
Binders of notes at her fingertips. A TV on mute advertises 
tonight’s comedy panel show. All women.
A brisk knock. A woman, AMY, strides in with newspapers.
AMY
Good morning, Prime Minister.
FRAN looks around. No one else here.
AMY (CONT’D)
What have you done? 
She pulls at FRAN’s long hair.
FRAN
Ow!
AMY dumps the newspapers. FRAN doesn’t see her photo on the 
front page. AMY punches a call into her mobile.
AMY
(into the phone)
We need to squeeze a haircut into 
the PM’s schedule - just do it.
This is crazy.
FRAN
Okay, I’m gonna go now.  
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FRAN heads for the door. Still with the phone to her ear, AMY 
lunges sideways to block her exit.
AMY
Nooo. That hair’s trying way too 
hard. All due respect, you look 
like an aging hipster.
FRAN
Who put you up to this?
AMY
Up to what, Prime Minister?
FRAN
Look this is all very funny, but  
I’m going home.
AMY
Good idea.
(into phone)
Prepare the plane. We’re heading 
back to Canberra early.
FRAN
No!  My home.  I need to find 
Megan.  
AMY opens the door.
AMY
(calling down the hall)
Megan!
FRAN’s relieved. Until an unfamiliar woman enters. Short 
haired, like AMY.
FRAN
Who’s this?!
AMY
Megan. From Communications.
FRAN
Clearly that last round of tequilas 
was a bad idea.
AMY
What?!
AMY races for the mini-bar.
FRAN
But you can tell whoever dreamed it 
up - joke’s over.
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AMY
Since when have you had a drinking 
problem?
AMY unscrews the top off a bottle of water.
FRAN
Fuck me.
FRAN’s seen a short-haired version of herself on television, 
talking to REPORTERS.
AMY
(to RANDOM MEGAN)
Turn it up.
RANDOM MEGAN finds the remote.
SHORT HAIRED FRAN
The raw data might suggest men are 
paid less, but it’s hard to be sure 
when so many work part time.
REPORTER O/C
Do you think withdrawing your 
support has affected the polls?
FRAN
If I read all the polls, I wouldn’t 
have time to run the country!
FRAN calmly takes the water from AMY - then throws it all 
over her face.
She tries to blink herself awake. But, no, she’s still here.  
And so are the staring strangers.
RANDOM MEGAN
Would the Prime Minister like a 
towel?
INT. MOVING COMCAR - DAY - NEW WORLD
FRAN sits in the back seat with AMY who taps into a laptop.  
She pulls up a SEARCH ENGINE called v-GAZZLE and types Fran’s 
name. 
FRAN looks out the window. It’s Melbourne - but different.  
As the car passes a pack of bouncy PONY-TAILED JOGGERS, FRAN 
looks back to see that, from the front, they’re clearly men.
Above them, a billboard promotes the netball grand final.  
All the light poles are decked out in the team colours.
A tram rumbles past advertising an all-female line-up of 
radio announcers.
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HENRIETTA (60s), the driver, stops suddenly and leans on the 
horn. 
HENRIETTA
Sorry. It’s a man trying to 
parallel park.
FRAN watches as a flustered MAN with a blow-waved mane of 
long hair noses in and out of the parking space.
HENRIETTA (CONT’D)
We could be here a while.
FRAN
Does anyone have a cigarette?
HENRIETTA raises her eyebrows in the rear view mirror.
AMY
Are you crazy?
FRAN
(sincere)
I must be. Or - fuck me, am I 
dead?!    
AMY
You shouldn’t be out in public.  
Let’s turn back.
FRAN
No.  I told you. Take me to Megan.     
INT. STUDIO - DAY - NEW WORLD
A mostly female crew sets up. MEGAN sits in the director’s 
chair. A MALE ASSISTANT shows her two headshots of men in 
their 30s.
MEGAN
Too old.
ASSISTANT
To play her husband?
A FEMALE ACTRESS pushing 70 flicks through a script nearby.
MEGAN
(as if it’s obvious)
Yes.  
The MALE ASSISTANT leaves, careful not to let MEGAN see him 
roll his eyes. A FEMALE ASSISTANT approaches.
FEMALE ASSISTANT
Someone to see you.
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MEGAN
I’m busy.
FEMALE ASSISTANT
Too busy for the Prime Minister?
INT. COMCAR - MOMENTS LATER - NEW WORLD
MEGAN sits between AMY and FRAN, disturbed.
FRAN
This isn’t funny anymore.
MEGAN
But I’m telling the truth.  
FRAN
Is this because I didn’t vote?
AMY
Prime Minister, this woman’s never 
met you.  It’s obvious.
FRAN
We went to primary school together!
MEGAN
I’m sorry, I really don’t remember.
FRAN
We share a house!
MEGAN
You must be mistaking me for 
someone else, Prime Minister.
FRAN
I’m not the Prime Minister!  I’m a 
stand-up comedian!
Beat.  
AMY's straight back on the phone.
FRAN (CONT’D)
It’s true!  Megan, tell her!
AMY
(into the phone)
Cancel tomorrow’s TV appearance. 
We’re going with flu. Severe flu. 
Severe highly contagious, 
completely debilitating fucking 
flu.
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MEGAN
I’m sorry, I had no idea you were 
even into comedy.
FRAN
You saw me just last night!
MEGAN
I’m sure I’d remember meeting the 
Prime Minister.
FRAN
Meeting me? MEETING ME? We’ve been 
best friends for over thirty years!
MEGAN looks mystified.
FRAN (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
Okay, you went overseas for some of 
that. But then we met up again at 
that Self Defense Course.
AMY and MEGAN look at FRAN blankly.
AMY
What’s a self-defense course?
FRAN
Fine. Your birthday’s February 3rd, 
your mother’s called Fleur -
MEGAN
How did you know that?
AMY
She probably v-Gazzled you.
FRAN
(shocked)
Why would I vajazzle her?  I 
wouldn’t even vajazzle myself!
AMY
You v-Gazzle yourself all the time!  
Or make me do it for you.
FRAN
What? Ew!
The CAR pulls into a park. HENRIETTA turns from the wheel.
HENRIETTA
I v-Gazzled myself once. Painful.  
And frankly, I saw a lot more than 
I bargained for.
FRAN is grossed out. And completely flummoxed.
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INT. HOTEL SUITE - DAY - NEW WORLD
AMY enters and joins the throng of STAFF MEMBERS in damage 
control, murmuring into phones and to each other. FRAN and 
MEGAN follow.
A STAFF MEMBER approaches MEGAN.  
STAFF MEMBER
I’ll need to take your phone.
MEGAN
Look, I’m not going to leak any 
information. I just want get back 
to work.
A WOMAN approaches.
APRIL
I’m April Downes, Press Secretary.  
We’d appreciate your cooperation.
(to the STAFF MEMBER)
Check her coat for any other 
recording devices.
MEGAN sighs and removes her jacket. FRAN sees a mole on 
MEGAN’s bare arm.
FRAN
You had that removed!
MEGAN
Sorry, what?
FRAN
That mole! I made you go to the 
doctor - he said you caught it just 
in time.
AMY approaches to speak to APRIL.
AMY
First she’ll get a haircut. Then 
we’ll do a psych assessment.
FRAN
Psych assessment?
AMY
Are you still insisting you’re a 
stand-up comedian from another 
dimension?
FRAN
Well, when you put it like that.
AMY
Also, your mother called.
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FRAN’s stomach lurches.
FRAN
My mother?
FRAN is visibly shaking.  
FRAN (CONT’D)
(to AMY)
My mother’s dead.
AMY reads the message.
AMY
Not of one o’clock this afternoon, 
she isn’t.  
A beat. FRAN is ready to faint.
FRAN
Take me to her.
AMY
Prime Minister -
FRAN
Take me to her now. 
AMY
(exasperated, to no one in 
particular)
Get the car!
EXT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - LATER - NEW WORLD
DAVE, wearing apron, opens the door to FRAN and AMY.  
Recognisably FRAN’s dad, but in much better shape.   
FRAN
Dad?
DAVE
Hello, love! Nice hair! 
FRAN
What are you doing here?
DAVE
(deadpans)
Harbouring criminals.  And drug 
dealers.  
AMY throws a panicked look over her shoulder.
AMY
Please don’t joke about things like 
that, Dave.
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FRAN
Where’s my mother?
EXT. BACK YARD - MOMENTS LATER
Lights from a big converted shed shine in through the early 
evening dusk.
FRAN enters -
INT. MUM’S STUDIO - CONTINUOUS
- where she’s greeted by a wall of her mother’s self-
portraits.
FRAN looks at the portraits, one by one. In each, her 
mother’s a little older.
AMY and DAVE come in behind her. 
DAVE
Jenny?! Fran’s here.
FRAN looks to the main studio area - all set up for an 
artist, but no one there.
DAVE (CONT’D)
Jen?
Then, from around a corner, drying her hands off with a towel 
walks FRAN’s mother, JENNY, mid-60s.  Her warmly weathered 
face breaks into smile.  
JENNY
Hello, darling!  
FRAN can’t speak.
JENNY (CONT’D)
You all right?
FRAN surprises JENNY, grabbing her for a long, tight hug.
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD BEDROOM - THE NEXT MORNING
Sun through the blinds. FRAN lies awake. On the wall opposite 
she sees a photo of her alternate self at graduation, flanked 
by her parents. She gets up. Sees the office desk and 
computer.
FRAN wriggles the mouse and the monitor comes to life. The 
home page is set to v-GAZZLE. FRAN smiles - the penny drops.  
She types ‘Fran’ into the search field. Her name is the first 
to autofill.
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Near the top of the hits is a directory with her bio. She 
clicks to the page.
Key phrases jump out: 
Degrees in law and political science. Speaks four languages.
FRAN
Fuck me.
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - MORNING
FRAN enters the kitchen to see DAVE and JENNY having coffee. 
JENNY
Good morning, sleepy head.
DAVE is flicking through the latest Man’s Day. FRAN looks 
over his shoulder. MEN struggling with work life balance. A 
MALE CELEBRITY finally gets his dream wedding! Speculation 
about MEN’s hair - who’s had work?  
DAVE
Maybe I should think about plugs.
JENNY
I don’t know why men won’t age 
gracefully.
DAVE
Easy for women to say.
DAVE moves to the stove.
DAVE (CONT’D)
(to FRAN)
Pancakes?
FRAN
Better not, they go straight to my 
hips.
DAVE and JENNY look blank.
DAVE
I don’t get it.
FRAN
Never mind.  What the hell.  Give 
me the works.
FRAN sits down beside JENNY.  
FRAN (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
So, I’ve been thinking...  I might 
step away from politics.
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DAVE and JENNY share a look - big news.
JENNY
Really?
FRAN
Well, it’s been eight years. Seven 
months. I think it’s time.
DAVE
But what will you do, love?
FRAN
I dunno. I thought I could just 
hang out here. With you guys.
Now JENNY’s really flummoxed.
JENNY
Did you just call me a guy?
FRAN
See? I’m not making sense. I’m 
exhausted. I just need quality time 
with my family.
INT. HOTEL LOBBY - DAY
FRAN strides toward the lift. A YOUNG MAN waits for coffee.  
He smiles at her. She smiles back - no idea.
INT. HOTEL SUITE - DAY
FRAN has just broken the news to AMY.
AMY
But what about the election?
FRAN
I don’t care.
AMY
We can’t win with a new leader.
FRAN
Trust me, you can’t win with the 
old one either.
AMY
When were you planning on telling 
the party?
FRAN
I thought you could pass on the 
message.
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AMY
That’s not my job!  
FRAN
Sorry, what is your job?
AMY
I’m your Chief of Staff! Which 
didn’t used to mean being your full 
time baby sitter.
FRAN
Exactly.  I’m a liability.  Anyway -
FRAN stands.
FRAN (CONT’D)
It’s been lovely, um - 
Awkward pause.
AMY
Have you seriously forgotten my 
name?
FRAN
Like I said.  Total liability. 
AMY
Prime minister -
As she leaves...
FRAN
Should someone with my memory be 
running the country?
INT. LIFT - MOMENTS LATER
FRAN watches the lift doors closing. A foot wedges in between 
to stop them. This is JUSTIN, the young man from the lobby.  
He enters the lift and the doors shut.
JUSTIN
You’ve been avoiding me.
FRAN
Sorry?
JUSTIN
Amy said you’re leaving.
FRAN
Yes... is that a problem?
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To FRAN’s horror, JUSTIN starts crying. But, as the lift 
reaches the ground, he quickly pulls himself together as the 
doors open and exits through the busy lobby. FRAN shrugs.
EXT. MELBOURNE CITY - DAY
Music over:
FRAN walks the city streets, taking in the sights of her new 
world.
Series of shots:
A women’s clothing store shop front. All of the mannequins 
are a curvy size 14-16ish.
A large, shiny building. The sign reads Women’s Toilets.
A lingerie store: Victor’s Secret. A large advert features a 
model wearing the kind of cock-and-balls fitted underwear 
usually reserved for joke shops and stag dos. Mannequins in 
the window wear versions of the same.
Another massive Women’s Toilets complex. Metres from the last 
one.
BARRACKERS decked out in their Netball team colours spill out 
of Flinders Street station. 
FRAN passes a building site. On the fence outside is an 
artist’s rendition, a suite of businesses with prominent 
domes and arched entrances.
FRAN overhears an exchange between a WOMAN and MAN:
WOMAN
What? I think it looks great.
MAN
(rolls his eyes)
Please. Do we really need another 
mammocentric building?
EXT. MELBOURNE CITY - NIGHT
Music continues over:
FRAN heads down an alleyway and past a pool hall. Inside 
women teach men how to hold their cues.
FRAN sees a cab rank, but stops short of approaching.  
Something else has caught her eye -  
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EXT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB - CONTINUOUS
A poster advertises tonight’s line-up. Women’s names dominate 
the bill. Two token men near the bottom.
INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB THEATRE - CONTINUOUS
The MALE COMEDIAN is on stage.
MALE COMEDIAN 
Meanwhile we’re in the middle of a 
woman drought and I’m ever closer 
to becoming one of those tragic, 
childless men.
MEGAN sits watching with two colleagues, BEN and ROSIE. The 
MALE COMEDIAN continues under their conversation.
BEN
I’m sorry, even I can’t stand male 
comedians who just go on and on 
about being men all the time.
MEGAN
Come on, at least he hasn’t 
mentioned his penis.
But, on stage - 
MALE COMEDIAN
And of course I suffer from 
erectile dysfunction.
Some laughs, but a few groans. BEN shakes his head, pained.
MALE COMEDIAN (CONT’D)
If women had that problem, there’d 
be twenty cures flooding the 
market.
ROSIE
I did see a good male comic here 
once.  Really held his own with the 
women.  
INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB FOYER - CONTINUOUS
FRAN stares at the wall in awe. A gallery of club comics past 
and present, mostly women.
EMCEE (V.O.)
So we agreed that honesty’s very 
important in a relationship. Which 
was all fine until he came home and 
modelled his new push-up undies.
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INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB THEATRE - LATER
The EMCEE (female) has taken the stage.
EMCEE
Here’s what I’ve learned - even if 
it’s true, never say you’ve seen 
bigger nuts on a Choc Top!
A STAGE MANAGER enters and hands a note to the EMCEE.The 
EMCEE reads, and furrows in surprise.
EMCEE (CONT’D)
(to the STAGE MANAGER)
Is this legit?
The STAGE MANAGER nods and leaves.
In the audience, MEGAN, ROSIE and BEN watch on curiously, 
along with the other PUNTERS.
EMCEE (CONT’D)
Okay. Time for a very special 
guest. You’ve seen her on TV, 
you’ve heard her on the radio - she 
only runs the bloody country!  
MEGAN’s eyes widen - surely not.
EMCEE (CONT’D)
And apparently she’s always wanted 
to have a crack at comedy so please 
give a big Red Room welcome to the 
Prime Minister of Australia - the 
Right Honourable Fran Wandsworth!!!
Applause as FRAN takes the stage. MEGAN claps along with the 
others, flummoxed by this turn of events.
FRAN
So remember when all those famous 
women were flashing their vaginas 
in the tabloids?  
Silence. A sea of confused faces. FRAN thinks quickly.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Me neither. And just to reassure 
you, I’m not planning on starting a 
trend. Even if it is an election 
year.
Laughs from the crowd. FRAN relaxes. Phones and tablets rise 
to record.
110
FRAN (CONT’D)
I give you my solemn promise you 
won’t find me naked online - but 
honestly, I’d rather find a nude 
shot than a fully clothed one with 
a period stain.
Especially big laughs greet this joke, especially from MEN.  
One MALE PUNTER is especially passionate.
PASSIONATE MALE PUNTER
I fucking LOVE period jokes.
FRAN
I know we’ve all got a story - but 
I’m the Prime Minister. I can’t 
just tie a jumper round my waist 
and go home with a fake migraine.
MEGAN laughs with the rest, if still a little perturbed. On 
stage, FRAN basks in the laughter.
INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB THEATRE - LATER
FRAN poses for photos and signs autographs for PUNTERS. She 
sees MEGAN wave her COLLEAGUES goodbye and leave.  
EXT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB FOYER - MOMENTS LATER
FRAN catches MEGAN as she heads for the door.
FRAN
Megan.
MEGAN
Prime Minister. Nice set.
FRAN
Can we go for a drink?
MEGAN hesitates.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Come on. Do it for your country.
EXT. MELBOURNE CITY - NIGHT
FRAN and MEGAN sit at an outdoor table with glasses of wine.  
MEGAN
I was there scouting male talent.  
There’s a move to put more men on 
screen.
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FRAN
Is that a bad thing?
MEGAN
It’s tricky. I know I shouldn’t say 
this, but men just aren’t as funny 
as women.
FRAN
That’s harsh.
MEGAN
Says the woman who just did a 180 
on equal pay.
FRAN
So that’s why they’re calling me 
Phony Fran.
MEGAN
You have been v-Gazzling yourself.
FRAN
You wouldn’t believe what that 
means where I come from.
FRAN drains her drink and raises her hand for another round.
MEGAN
I never knew you drank so much.
FRAN
I’m celebrating! My parents never 
divorced, my mum’s alive, and the 
conditions are optimum for my 
comedy! 
MEGAN
Optimal.
FRAN
Next time I’ll do my bit about the 
exorbitant price of tampons.
MEGAN
They’re free.
FRAN
Really?
A SERVER brings more wine.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Even more reason to celebrate.
(to the SERVER)
Make the next round a bottle.
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EXT./INT. MEGAN’S CAR - LATER
FRAN’s drunk. MEGAN bundles her into the passenger seat.
FRAN
Why are we leaving?
MEGAN
Because people were starting to 
recognise you. 
FRAN
I want more wine!
MEGAN shuts the passenger door.
INT. MEGAN’S CAR - NIGHT
FRAN’s wasted beside MEGAN, who’s driving.
FRAN
Fuck, I’m dying for a cigarette.
MEGAN
So you kept telling the whole bar.  
FRAN
Can we stop for some?
MEGAN
Err, they’re illegal.
FRAN
You’re in the arts.  You must know 
someone.
MEGAN hesitates.
FRAN (CONT’D)
You do!  Come on, please.  
MEGAN
No.
FRAN
Go on, I saved your life.
Indeed, MEGAN has a fresh dressing where her mole used to be.  
MEGAN sighs and flicks on her indicator.
MEGAN
Fine! But soon we’re going to have 
a conversation about arts funding.
FRAN
One thing at a time, citizen.
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INT. MEGAN’S CAR/EXT. STREET - LATER
Intoxicated, FRAN supports her head on the passenger window 
inside the parked car, watching a house.
Eventually the front door opens and MEGAN appears. A friend 
from inside sees MEGAN off. FRAN strains for a closer look.  
It looks like STONER ANNIE.
FRAN
Fuck me.
FRAN gets one last look at STONER ANNIE as she passes a 
window before the lights flick off inside.
MEGAN enters the car.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Was that Stoner Annie?
MEGAN’s clearly rattled.  But -
MEGAN
No names.  
FRAN
It was her, wasn’t it?
MEGAN
I got you a cigarette.  Let’s go.
MEGAN starts the car.
FRAN 
Hang on.  Did you say a cigarette?  
MEGAN
What, you wanted more?
FRAN
I gave you a hundred bucks!
MEGAN
And I got you mate’s rates!  
MEGAN chucks the wrapped contraband into FRAN’s lap.
MEGAN (CONT’D)
Be careful.  I put all our arses on 
the line.
FRAN
Better not be bloody low tar.
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INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - NIGHT
FRAN enters, tired and sobering up. She can see through to 
the backyard. Lights on in her mother’s studio. 
INT. STUDIO - NIGHT
FRAN steals in. JENNY’s working on a new self-portrait. She 
feels FRAN’s presence and looks up. FRAN holds up the 
cigarette. JENNY’s eyebrows raise.
EXT. BACKYARD - NIGHT
FRAN and JENNY sit on the edge of a garden bed and smoke 
together, passing the cigarette back and forth.
JENNY
I haven’t done this since art 
school.
FRAN
It’s not as good as I remember it.
A voice from the darkness.
DAVE
(calling)
Fran?
DAVE appears, face slathered in a mud mask. FRAN and JENNY 
start in fright. 
FRAN
Dad?
DAVE
A comcar just pulled up.
JENNY
Shit!
JENNY panics. Sparks fly as she grinds the fag into a rock. 
FRAN
Mum!
FRAN takes over, doing her best to save the butt.
JENNY
(to FRAN)
Never mind that! Do you think you 
were followed?
FRAN
I don’t know.
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JENNY
(to DAVE)
Stall them.  And find something 
minty.
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - NIGHT
FRAN and JENNY chew gum, sitting around the dining table with 
AMY and APRIL. Behind them, DAVE makes cups of tea.
APRIL
It’s had over a million hits in 
just a few hours.
FRAN
Let me see.
APRIL shows her tablet. On screen is handheld footage of FRAN 
from a punter’s device.
ONSCREEN FRAN
So I did what any sensible 
politician would do - I squirted 
tomato sauce all over my pants. 
JENNY
(astonished)
That’s you. Doing stand-up comedy.
FRAN
You sound surprised.
DAVE delivers the tea.
DAVE
You’re hardly known for your sense 
of humour, love.
APRIL
(checks her device)
Hashtag FunnyFran still trending 
worldwide.  
AMY
(to APRIL)
More importantly, she’s leading the 
race for preferred Prime Minister.
FRAN
Who cares? I’m a famous comedian!  
AMY
We’re not asking you to give that 
up. Just see us through the 
election.
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FRAN
But I don’t know the first thing 
about running a country.
JENNY
Oh darling, I told you never to 
read the comments.
AMY
Just show up and follow 
instructions. We’ll do the rest.
DAVE
Go on, love. Don’t hand it to the 
opposition.
FRAN
Do I need to leave Melbourne?
AMY
Yes.
FRAN looks at her mum.
FRAN
Then, no. I’m not doing it.
AMY and APRIL share a look.
AMY
In that case - Jenny, have you 
smoked a cigarette this evening?
FRAN and JENNY’s chewing comes to a slow halt.
JENNY
No.
AMY
Then you won’t mind taking a 
nicotine test.
JENNY and DAVE look panicked.
FRAN
Okay, we shared a cigarette, what’s 
the big deal?
APRIL
Mandatory six months community 
service, just for a start.
FRAN
That’s ridiculous!
AMY
You’re the one who brought it in.
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FRAN
Wow, I really am an arsehole.
INT. COMCAR - THE NEXT DAY
FRAN wears a suit. She sulks in the back seat between AMY and 
APRIL. 
EXT. AIRPORT - THE NEXT DAY
The car pulls up by the airstrip. A STAFF MEMBER opens FRAN’s 
door.
STAFF MEMBER
Good morning, Prime Minister.
FRAN
What’s so good about it?
A private plane waits on the runway. FRAN smiles.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Well, hello.
INT. PLANE - DAY
APRIL types into a laptop. AMY prepares a folder.  
APRIL
We can’t cancel any media.  We’ll 
lose momentum.
AMY
I’ll put off the lobby group.  And 
the Senior Staff meeting.
Reveal FRAN, completely reclined, and finishing a glass of 
champagne.
FRAN
I’ll take another one of these.
AMY/APRIL
No!
FRAN
What’s the point of having a 
private plane?
AMY forces a folder upon FRAN.
AMY
Here’s what’s likely to come up at 
Question Time.
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FRAN experiments with all the different reclining levels.
FRAN
Can we watch a movie or something?
AMY
(pressing on)
You’ll mostly be asked about equal 
pay. Just say you’ve commissioned a 
report and will reconsider on the 
basis of that data.
FRAN flicks through the folder. Screeds of official language.
FRAN
I’m gonna need that second drink.
APRIL
We’re about to land.
FRAN looks out the window. Canberra spreads out beneath her.
INT. GOVERNMENT CAR/EXT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE - DAY
The car approaches Parliament House, carrying FRAN, AMY and 
APRIL. FRAN stares out the window at the imposing building.  
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE CORRIDOR - DAY
AMY and APRIL walk with FRAN who tries to make sense of her 
folder.   
FRAN
What if I get a question that’s not 
in here?
AMY
You’ve commissioned a report and 
will reconsider on the basis of 
that data.
FRAN
Is that my answer for everything?
AMY
Pretty much.
A formidable woman approaches from the other direction.
RITA
Hello, Prime Minister.  Welcome 
back.
She passes. FRAN looks quizzically to AMY and shrugs.   
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AMY
(flummoxed)
Really? What is it, exactly? 
Amnesia? Knock to the head?
APRIL
Alcohol abuse?
FRAN
Is someone going to tell me who 
that was?
INT. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES CHAMBER - LATER
SPEAKER
Rita Coxworthy, Leader of the 
Opposition.
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT fill the seats. FRAN sits bolt upright.  
Hands clutching her folder.
A MAN takes the seat beside her.
MIKE
(whispers)
Sorry I’m late.
FRAN smiles. Searches for a clue to his identity.  Letterhead 
pokes out from his folder - Michael Hunt, Deputy Prime 
Minister.
RITA
Firstly I would like to commend the 
Prime Minister on a full recovery 
from her sudden and mysterious 
illness.
Pause.
FRAN
Was that a question?
FRAN’s surprised when everybody laughs. She’s inadvertently 
rattled RITA.
RITA
Perhaps the Prime Minister is more 
interested in her new comedy hobby.  
Which explains why her policies are 
such a joke.
FRAN
Still not hearing a question.
More laughs from the cabinet. FRAN warms to her role.
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SPEAKER
Yes, does the member actually have 
a question?
RITA
Yes, the member does.  Has the 
Prime Minister considered the 
budgetary ramifications for her 
plans to extend Paid Paternity 
Leave?
FRAN feigns nonchalance as she consults her folder.
FRAN
The Prime Minister certainly has.
FRAN flicks through papers. Health Reform. Education...  
RITA
Still stalling, Prime Minister.
MIKE slides over a note.  
FRAN
(reads)
These will be more than offset by 
fewer childcare subsidies.
FRAN shares a smile with MIKE.
RITA
And what about the impact on that 
sector?
FRAN
(beams)
I’ve commissioned a report and will 
reconsider on the basis of that 
data.
INT. COMCAR - DAY
FRAN and AMY sit together in the back.
AMY
How did you go?
FRAN
Nailed it.  Turns out that being a 
Prime Minister - not that hard.
AMY
Any curly questions?
FRAN
Just one about parental leave.
121
AMY
Oh, yeah. Don’t worry. That won’t 
come up again.
FRAN
Why not?
AMY
It was just to get Mike off your 
back about equal pay. We’re not 
actually going to do it.
FRAN’s shocked.
AMY (CONT’D)
What? It was your idea. 
EXT. THE LODGE/INT. COMCAR - CONTINUOUS
The car travels up the leafy lined driveway to The Lodge.
FRAN spies glimpses of her new home out the car window. Then  
it comes into full view.
FRAN
Fuck me.
INT. THE LODGE - DAY
FRAN and AMY enter to see APRIL supervising a PHOTOGRAPHY 
TEAM setting up for a shoot. A STYLIST approaches.
STYLIST
And what are we putting you in 
today, Prime Minister?
FRAN
Anything that flattens my stomach, 
narrows my hips and makes my bum 
look smaller.
APRIL and the STYLIST look very worried.
STYLIST
Sorry, is man drag really the look 
we’re going for?
APRIL
Definitely not.  
STYLIST
And what about -
The STYLIST makes a circular gesture around FRAN’s hair.
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APRIL
That stays. It’s popular with male 
voters.
JUSTIN walks past with coffees.  He catches FRAN’s eye with a 
seductive nod of agreement.  FRAN smiles, confused. 
APRIL (CONT’D)
We’ll do some with just the Prime 
Minister, then a few with Andy.
FRAN
Andy?
(smiles, delighted)
I’m married?
JUSTIN opens the door and in bounds a CHIHUAHUA.
FRAN (CONT’D)
You’ve got to be kidding.
The CHIHUAHUA runs eagerly toward FRAN. But stops short.  
Sniffs suspiciously. Then starts barking and won’t stop.
INT. PRIME MINISTER’S BEDROOM - NIGHT
FRAN lies in bed, talking into her phone.
FRAN
I don’t know how I’m supposed to 
pull this off. Even the dog knows 
I’m an imposter.
Intercut with:
INT. MEGAN AND PAUL’S BEDROOM - NIGHT
PAUL lies sleeping beside MEGAN as she takes the call.
MEGAN
Okay, first of all, how did you get 
this number?
FRAN
I’m the Prime Minister. It has its 
perks.
MEGAN
I thought you were quitting 
politics.
FRAN
So did I. But they know about the 
cigarette.
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MEGAN
What?!
FRAN
Don’t worry. I’m taking one for the 
team.
MEGAN 
You better be. I’m under enough 
pressure.
FRAN
Did you find your male talent?
MEGAN
Yeah, but he’s a real boob breaker.  
He’s demanding a totally new, male-
centred story.  
PAUL stirs.
MEGAN (CONT’D)
I better go. My boyfriend’s asleep.
FRAN
Is it Paul?
MEGAN
Yes...
FRAN
Wow, really? I thought you might 
have traded up.  
MEGAN
Good night, Prime Minister.
FRAN
Hey, Megan?
MEGAN
What?
FRAN
Does he still make dolphin noises 
during sex?
MEGAN’s shocked speechless.
INT. TV STUDIO - THE NEXT DAY
FRAN enters with APRIL. Looks up at the studio lights. The 
cameras. The panel of five chairs. The seats for the studio 
audience. Her dream come true.
First line over:
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PANELIST 1
So, Fran - can I call you Fran?
INT. TV STUDIO - LATER
Red lights on the cameras. Laughs from the STUDIO AUDIENCE.  
FRAN sits under the lights, riffing with FOUR PANELISTS - 
three women, one man.
FRAN
Trust me, I’ve been called a lot 
worse!
PANELIST 1
You must deal with some idiots in 
your line of work.
FRAN
It’s true. Most of them work for 
me.
PANELIST 2
So you’ve got multiple degrees, 
speak several languages -
FRAN
I’m especially fluent in bullshit, 
like most politicians -
PANELIST 2
Do you find you have to dumb it 
down?
FRAN
Only when I’m talking to the 
opposition.
PANELIST 3
Is it a bit like trying to explain 
the netball to your boyfriend?
Laughs and groans of recognition from the STUDIO AUDIENCE.  
PANELIST 4 (male) laughs with self-deprecation.
PANELIST 1
Why can’t they understand that only 
shooters are allowed in the circle?
PANELIST 4
Maybe it’s because we - 
PANELIST 3
So, Fran, you’ve had some flack for 
your back flip on equal pay.
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FRAN
(fake surprise)
Really?  Hadn’t noticed.
PANELIST 3
Is it part of an overall plan?
FRAN
Not really. The way I see it, 
there’s no point giving men more 
money - they’d just blow it at 
Victor’s Secret.
The three female PANELISTS reel in delighted outrage.
PANELIST 2
Whoa, burn!
PANELIST 1
Glad you said that and not me!  
PANELIST 4 forces a sad laugh-along. FRAN smiles, guilty.
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE - NIGHT
FRAN walks the corridors, looking for the exit. She passes a 
door, partially ajar. The light’s on inside. She sees MIKE 
working. 
INT. MIKE’S OFFICE - CONTINUOUS
FRAN pokes her head in.
FRAN
Hey, Mike.  Random question - is 
the exit that way?
MIKE looks up at her coldly.
MIKE
Not in the mood for your jokes, 
Prime Minister.
FRAN winces. Pokes her head out again.
MIKE (CONT’D) 
Fran?
FRAN’s head pokes back in.
MIKE (CONT’D)
Why did you pick me as your deputy?
FRAN
Because - you were the right man 
for the job.
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MIKE
So you wanted to look socially 
progressive without having to do 
anything about it.
FRAN
(making light)
Geez, Mike - bit harsh.
MIKE
You know how hard I worked on 
drafting the equal pay legislation.  
It’s important to me.  It’s 
important to men who get paid less 
than women to do the same jobs.
FRAN
I know.
MIKE
It’s never going to happen, is it?  
FRAN feels terrible.
INT. COMCAR - NIGHT
HENRIETTA drives. FRAN travels alone in the back seat, 
staring out the window at the side streets of Canberra. 
A sign catches FRAN's eye: Going Nuts! - Men’s Comedy Night.
INT. UNDERGROUND CLUB - NIGHT
FRAN makes her way down the stairs to find herself in a room 
of ALTERNATIVE PUNTERS, short haired men and a few long-
haired women, watching a comedian, JASPER, on stage.
JASPER
I’m from a small town on the coast 
and my mum’s really funny, but 
she's completely fucking sexist.  
She might even be more sexist than 
Fran Wandsworth.
FRAN’s affronted.
JASPER (CONT’D)
I’ll give you an example. Mum took 
her GPS out of her car when it got 
stuck on the man’s voice, because 
she genuinely believed he wouldn’t 
be able to read the map. True 
story.  
FRAN watches the CROWD enjoying the set.
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JASPER (CONT’D)
Of course I’m exaggerating - Mum’s 
not more sexist than the Prime 
Minister, that’s not technically 
possible. But they do have a lot in 
common. Mum also thinks it’s 
completely fine for women to get 
paid more than men, because - and I 
quote - women’s brains are bigger. 
This is coming from the woman who 
thinks there are actual people 
living in her GPS. 
FRAN laughs, despite herself.
JASPER (CONT’D)
You might’ve heard the PM’s decided 
to have a crack at comedy.  
FRAN stiffens - what now?
JASPER (CONT’D) (CONT’D)
Who saw that coming? Not the bloke 
they pulled at the last minute to 
make way for her set. Not that I’m 
bitter. Her biggest joke is how she 
runs the country.
FRAN looks around the crowd, all laughing at her expense and 
can’t help herself.  Trying to disguise her voice -
FRAN
(yells out)
I think she’s quite funny.
JASPER peers out into the dark.
JASPER
Sorry - was even that a heckle?
FRAN
The Prime Minister’s okay!
Members of the CROWD look back in the direction of FRAN’s 
voice.
CROWD MEMBER
(to another)
Is that Fran Wandsworth?
FRAN
(too quickly)
No!
JASPER
(delighted)
Don’t tell me she's here!
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FRAN
No! I'm just a comedy watcher.
JASPER
Can I have the lights up please?
FRAN blinks into the bright light now filling the venue. All 
eyes on FRAN, standing out like dogs' balls in her business 
suit. Nowhere to hide.
JASPER (CONT’D)
(amazed)
Wow, we really do have the Prime 
Minister in the house!  Perhaps 
she'd like to explain why women 
deserve to paid more than men?
FRAN wilts in the accusatory stares of the CROWD.
FRAN
(weakly)
I’ve commissioned a report and will 
reconsider on the basis of...
Before she can finish, the CROWD starts booing.
CUT TO:
EXT. STREET - MOMENTS LATER
FRAN races to the door of her waiting car, chased by the 
ANGRY CROWD.  
INT. COMCAR - MOMENTS LATER
FRAN’s safe inside. HENRIETTA pumps the gas. FRAN watches 
through the rear window as the distance grows between her and 
the ANGRY CROWD.
She turns away and looks instead at the road ahead.  
HENRIETTA throws a sympathetic look over her shoulder.
HENRIETTA
Don't worry, Prime Minister.  There 
are more of us on your side.
FRAN
(heartened)
Thanks, Henrietta.
FRAN relaxes a little into her seat. Until - 
HENRIETTA
Fucking menimists.  All they're 
good for is sperm.
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FRAN deflates. She catches her own eye in the rear vision 
mirror.  
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE CAFÉ - THE NEXT DAY
Over a briefing breakfast with AMY and APRIL, FRAN nurses her 
coffee, distracted.
APRIL
- and as for last night's 
incident...
FRAN, still deep in thought, doesn’t see AMY and APRIL’s 
pointed looks.
APRIL (CONT’D)
...it’s been reduced to a quirk 
piece about a handful of radical 
cranks.  It'll be gone by tomorrow.
AMY
Nice work.
(to FRAN)
So after this we’ll go over your 
speech for the Leader’s forum, 
before your lunch with the -
FRAN
Why don’t I support equal pay?
AMY looks up from her notes, surprised by the interruption.
AMY
You do.  You’ve commissioned a 
report and will reconsider on the 
basis of that data.
FRAN
But won’t the data say that men are 
paid less for doing the same jobs?
AMY
If there really was a report, yes.
FRAN
So I haven’t commissioned a report?
AMY
Of course you have, Prime Minister.  
And, if anyone asks, you’re still 
taking tenders.
FRAN
Wow.  I really am an arsehole.
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APRIL
(scrolling on her device)
No good comes from reading the 
comments.
INT. PRIME MINISTER’S OFFICE - DAY 
FRAN looks through the colour coded folders on her desk.  
Finds a thick one labelled EQUAL PAY PROVISIONS.
She takes it to one of the armchairs, and settles in to read 
it.
FADE TO BLACK.
AMY (V.O.)
Prime Minister!
INT. PRIME MINISTER’S OFFICE - LATER
FRAN wakes with a start. She’s fallen asleep on the chair, 
surrounded by notes.
AMY
We’ve got to go.
FRAN
(groggy)
Where?
AMY
Lunch -
FRAN
Awesome.  I’m starving.
AMY
- with the French Foreign Minister.
INT. BANQUET ROOM - DAY
POLITICIANS and DIGNITARIES (mostly women) dine around the 
table. FRAN is sat next to an elegant woman. This is SOLENE, 
the French Foreign Minister.
SOLENE
(French, English 
subtitles)
The trade agreement is 
unacceptable.
FRAN has no idea what SOLENE is saying. She takes a sip of 
wine and smiles.
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FRAN
Merci.
SOLENE
(French, English 
subtitles)
Are you drunk?
FRAN
Oui.  Oui.
Reveal MIKE, nearby, who overhears. He leans over to SOLENE.
MIKE
(French, English 
subtitles)
The Prime Minister’s joking. She’s 
recently taken up comedy. 
SOLENE turns back to FRAN.
SOLENE
(French, English 
subtitles)
Ah, yes. I saw you on the 
television. Not very dignified. 
FRAN
Merci.
SOLENE
(French, English 
subtitles)
Useless. Perhaps I’ll ask your 
assistant out for a drink.
SOLENE raises an eyebrow in MIKE’s direction.
FRAN
Tres bien.
INT. CORRIDOR - DAY
FRAN and MIKE walk together, talking in hushed tones.
MIKE
Thanks for pimping me out to the 
French Foreign Minister.
FRAN
You could do a lot worse.
MIKE glares.
FRAN (CONT’D)
I’m joking.
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MIKE shakes his head and strides ahead.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Mike.
He stops.
FRAN (CONT’D)
I’m sorry. Look, I’ve been 
thinking. I’d like us to start 
working together.
MIKE
Yeah. Well, thanks to me you 
haven’t completely severed 
diplomatic relations with France.  
I think I’m doing my part.
INT. BOARD ROOM - CONTINUOUS
FRAN follows MIKE inside where PARTY MEMBERS (majority women) 
assemble for a meeting. AMY approaches FRAN and gives her 
some notes.
AMY
Keep your responses brief and let 
other people do the talking. 
FRAN
Roger.
AMY looks over her shoulder and back again.
AMY
Who’s Roger?
FRAN
No one.  It’s - never mind.   
AMY
They’re starting.
A PARTY MEMBER addresses the rest.
PARTY MEMBER
Any new items for the agenda?
FRAN
Yes!
All eyes turn to FRAN.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Hi.
AMY’s eyes urge her to stop, but FRAN proceeds.
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FRAN (CONT’D)
I’d like to put the equal pay 
provisions back on the table.
INT. COMCAR - DAY
FRAN sits defiant between AMY and APRIL.
AMY
This is a disaster.
FRAN
Let me ask you this. What if women 
were paid less than men?
AMY
That would be outrageous.
FRAN
Exactly.
AMY
But it wouldn’t happen.
FRAN
Trust me, it could.
AMY
Look, I know we don’t say this out 
loud, but most men want to be 
raising kids anyway.   
FRAN
How’d you figure that one out?
APRIL
It’s biology! Women disassociate 
after the trauma of childbirth. 
That’s why men are born nurturers.
EXT. THE LODGE - CONTINUOUS
The car travels up the drive.
FRAN (V.O.)
What if I argued that, say, women 
are naturally more nurturing 
because of pregnancy and breast 
feeding?
AMY (V.O.)
That’s one way to spin it.  
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INT. THE LODGE - DAY
The conversation continues as FRAN leads AMY and APRIL down 
the hall.
AMY
We parked the equal pay issue 
because it polarises voters.  
APRIL
And what do you care? Aren’t you 
quitting for comedy?
FRAN
Yes.
AMY
Then stick to the plan. We’ll ride 
out your popularity and get the 
party over the line.  
APRIL
Speaking of which, Prime Minister, 
I need you to book yourself another 
stand-up gig when you’re in 
Melbourne.
INT. PRIME MINISTER’S BEDROOM - CONTINUOUS
AMY and APRIL follow FRAN into the room, where a HOUSEHOLD 
STAFF MEMBER is packing a bag.
FRAN
Melbourne?
AMY
For the premier.
FRAN
(excited)
I’m going to a premiere?
AMY
No.  You’re meeting the premier.
FRAN
(disappointed)
Oh.
APRIL
I also need to take you through 
your media calls - 
FRAN
I want Mike to come too.
AMY and APRIL are stumped.
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AMY
Mike Hunt?
FRAN smirks.
FRAN
He should really go by Michael, by 
the way.
AMY
Why?
FRAN
Really?  Mike Hunt?  
Nothing registers with AMY and APRIL.  
AMY
I don’t get it. 
(smirks)
It’s not like his name’s Mike 
Hardy.
APRIL snorts a knowing laugh.  
FRAN
Why?  What’s wrong with Mike Hardy?
APRIL
I don’t know.  Maybe you should see 
a doctor!
AMY and APRIL laugh. FRAN doesn’t get it.
FRAN
Right.  Anyway. If Mike’s taking 
over, he needs to be in the public 
eye.  
AMY
No, Prime Minister.  
FRAN
Succession planning.  It’s a thing.  
I read about it.
APRIL
Yes, but I’ll decide when it’s time 
to put Mike Hunt out on display.
FRAN loses it.
FRAN
Oh my god.
APRIL
What’s wrong with you?
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FRAN
Nothing.  Just see to it that Mike 
Hunt’s on the plane.  Bring the 
Deputy Prime Minister as well.
AMY and APRIL are clueless. FRAN thinks she’s hilarious.
INT. PLANE - THE NEXT DAY
Onboard with AMY, APRIL and JUSTIN are FRAN and MIKE, who 
pore over the Equal Pay Provisions mid-flight.
MIKE
Why the sudden interest?
FRAN
Would you believe, I know what it’s 
like?
MIKE
No.
FRAN
Okay.  Well, let’s just say that if 
it were me on the wrong end of 
privilege, I’d like it to be 
addressed.  
MIKE smiles, impressed. Across the way, JUSTIN catches FRAN’s 
eye. He nods towards the rest rooms. MIKE sees this exchange 
and his smile fades.
MIKE
Please.  Don’t let me stop you 
using your power for good.
FRAN
Seriously, I don’t even know his 
name.
MIKE shakes his head in disgust.  
EXT. STATE GOVERNMENT OFFICE, MELBOURNE - DAY
A THRONG OF PRESS surround FRAN and MIKE. They both pose for 
photos with the VICTORIAN PREMIER.
While still looking ahead...
MIKE
(through his smile)
Am I just here for show?
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FRAN
(through her smile)
No!  I want equal rights as much as 
you do.
MIKE
(through his smile)
I’ll believe it when I see it.
EXT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB - DAY
Music over:
FRAN walks up to the open door.  On it is a poster 
advertising tonight’s show: Headliner - Fran Wandsworth, PM!  
FRAN smiles. Another dream come true.
She goes in. The doorway frames the action inside: STAFF 
setting up for the night.  The OWNER signing off on some bar 
stock. FRAN waits as the DELIVERY PERSON takes their trolley 
and leaves.  FRAN approaches and chats with the owner.  
INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB - NIGHT
Music continues over:
PUNTERS queue for tickets in the foyer. One PUNTER, 
approaching the front, reads the board of tonight’s acts.
PUNTER IN QUEUE
Lots of blokes on the line-up.  
SECOND PUNTER
What is this, men’s night?
FRAN overhears and smiles, slipping past into the theatre.
INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB - NIGHT
A COMEDIAN (male) is on stage.
FRAN waits in the wings with the EMCEE.
EMCEE
I’m all for giving male comedians a 
fair go, but it’s like they’re 
taking over.
Behind them, a MALE COMEDIAN overhears.
FRAN
You know, three out of ten isn’t 
even a third.
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EMCEE
I s’pose.  
But she’s not convinced.  
MALE COMEDIAN
And, by the way, we’re just 
comedians. Not male comedians.
FRAN smiles to herself. The EMCEE rolls her eyes then quickly 
adopts a big smile as she walks on stage.
EMCEE
Give it up for Brian Manning!
Dialogue continues over:
INT. HOTEL SUITE - THE NEXT MORNING
FRAN is up with the sunrise.
EMCEE (V.O.)
And now for the comic you’re all 
here to see. People are calling her 
Funny Fran, but here at the Red 
Room, we have a little more 
respect. We prefer the Performing 
Poli. 
FRAN checks her schedule - appointments start at 830.
EMCEE (V.O.)
She’s the overnight viral 
sensation, who moonlights as your 
Prime Minister, please give it up 
for the Right Honourable Fran 
Wandsworth!
FRAN slips out the door.
EXT. MELBOURNE CITY - MORNING
A comcar zooms along the quiet city street. 
FRAN (V.O.)
It’s great to be back in Melbourne, 
and when I’m here it’s important to 
see my family - in my situation, 
that time is very precious.  
EXT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - MORNING
FRAN gets out of the car and heads to the front door.
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FRAN (V.O.)
Having said that, you couldn’t 
really call my parents my biggest 
fans.  This is what Dad said after 
my first gig: ‘You’re hardly known 
for your sense of humour, love’.   
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - MORNING
FRAN enters, catching DAVE looking in a mirror, smoothing out 
crow’s feet with his fingers.
FRAN
Hey, Dad.
DAVE
Oh, hi, love.  
FRAN surprises him with a big hug.
DAVE (CONT’D)
Do you think I should get a little 
eye lift?
FRAN
Dad, you look amazing.  Really.
DAVE takes one more look in the mirror, not convinced. FRAN 
sits down at the counter.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Where’s Mum?
DAVE prepares a pot of coffee.
DAVE
Not doing so well today.  She’s 
sleeping in.
FRAN
Is everything all right?
DAVE
You know how it is. Some days are 
better than others. But she’s 
determined to paint through to the 
end.
There’s a flyer on the counter for an exhibition. FRAN picks 
it up.  It reads: JENNY WANDSWORTH - PORTRAITS OF JOURNEY’S 
END.
EXT. BACKYARD - MOMENTS LATER
FRAN runs out to the studio.  DAVE follows.
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DAVE
Fran?
INT. STUDIO - CONTINUOUS
FRAN passes the gallery of self-portraits seen previously.  
She goes the benches and easels to see Jenny’s latest works.  
Jenny with pills. Jenny attached to a drip. Beautiful, vivid 
and confronting.   
FRAN
(bereft)
Not again.
INT. STUDIO - LATER
FRAN and DAVE sit with coffees, surrounded by the paintings.
DAVE
Sorry, love - you really seemed 
like you’d come to terms with it.
FRAN
Delayed reaction, I guess.
FRAN sees another painting. Jenny and Dave with baby Fran.
FRAN (CONT’D)
What about you, Dad?  
DAVE
I’ll be all right.  I’ve got you. 
INT. BOARDROOM - DAY 
Music over:
FRAN sits in a meeting with AMY, APRIL, MIKE and STATE 
POLITICIANS. But as the others talk she stares ahead, miles 
away. In her mind’s eye she sees:
INT. DAVE’S HOUSE - DAY
Music continues over:
DAVE (from the old world) is surrounded by dishes and trash.  
He takes his morning pill. Upends the container - none left.  
He takes his pouch and sprinkles the last of his tobacco into 
a paper.  
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INT. BOARDROOM - CONTINUOUS
Music continues over:
FRAN blinks herself back into the room. Turns and whispers in 
MIKE’s ear. She stands and excuses herself with an apologetic 
wave. MIKE takes over and addresses the group. AMY and APRIL 
watch FRAN leave.
EXT. HOTEL - DAY
Music continues over:
FRAN waits outside. MEGAN’s car pulls up. MEGAN leans over to 
open the passenger door and waves FRAN in.
INT. MEGAN’S CAR - DAY
Music continues over:
FRAN sobs in the passenger seat. MEGAN’s eyes flick from FRAN 
to the road and back again.
EXT. STONER ANNIE’S HOUSE - DAY
Tear-stained, FRAN waits by MEGAN as she knocks on the door.
STONER ANNIE opens it, sees FRAN and closes it again.
MEGAN
Annie, let us in.
STONER ANNIE (O.C.)
Not her.
MEGAN
(to FRAN)
She thinks you’ll get her in 
trouble.
FRAN
(through the door)
Annie, I’m not the Prime Minister.  
I’m your friend.
Pause.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Annie?
STONER ANNIE (O.C.)
Annie’s not here.
FRAN
Knock, knock.
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STONER ANNIE
Who’s there?
FRAN
Doctor.
A click. STONER ANNIE opens the door just a crack. Wary but 
curious.
INT. STONER ANNIE’S HOUSE - DAY
FRAN and MEGAN sit on the couch. STONER ANNIE stares from an 
armchair opposite.
STONER ANNIE
Are you from another planet?
FRAN
(miserable)
I don’t know.
MEGAN
She’s not from another planet, 
Annie.
STONER ANNIE
(defensive)
Well, she could be a time 
traveller.
(to FRAN)
What year is it?
FRAN
2016. 
STONER ANNIE
(to MEGAN)
She’s not a time traveller.
MEGAN
Of course she’s not a fucking time 
traveller! 
(to FRAN)
I know you’re upset, Prime 
Minister, and I’m sorry - but I 
think you might need professional 
help.
FRAN stands up.  
FRAN
Fine.  I was only here for the 
cigarettes anyway.
STONER ANNIE
I’m sorry I flushed them.
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FRAN
And I’m sorry I blew your cover.
(to MEGAN)
I’ll make my own way back.
MEGAN
Are you all right?
FRAN
Let’s see. My mother’s going to die 
- again. I’m stuck in a strange 
world with no way of getting home 
and my friends have never met me.  
Yeah, peachy.
INT. HOTEL SUITE - DAY
FRAN opens her toilet bag. Inside is a zip lock bag 
containing the saved cigarette butt.  
A knock on the door. FRAN hides it away.
She opens the door to AMY and APRIL.  
FRAN
Now what?
To FRAN’s surprise, AMY holds up a bottle of scotch.
INT. HOTEL SUITE - DAY
FRAN, APRIL and AMY sit down together.
APRIL
You should have told us your mum 
was sick, Prime Minister.
APRIL pours a round of drinks.
APRIL (CONT’D)
(to AMY)
It all makes sense, now, why she 
has to leave politics.
AMY
She never sees her parents.  
APRIL
I know.  She even makes the interns 
ring them on their birthdays.
FRAN
(to herself)
I really am an arsehole.
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AMY
Dave thinks she’s been in some sort 
of weird shock.
FRAN
Could you stop talking about me 
like I’m not here?
AMY
Sorry.  Force of habit.
She raises her glass.
AMY (CONT’D)
Here’s to Jenny.  I’m really sorry, 
Prime Minister.
FRAN
Me too.
FRAN and APRIL raise their glasses to join the toast.
APRIL
(to AMY)
So, what’s our strategy?
FRAN’s been excluded - again.
FRAN
Still here.
APRIL
Yes, of course.  Please.
APRIL gestures for FRAN to start.
FRAN
Okay.  I think it’s simple.  Mike 
should run instead of me.
INT. MIKE’S HOTEL SUITE - NIGHT
MIKE opens the door to FRAN, AMY and APRIL. APRIL holds up 
the bottle of scotch, half-empty.
INT. MIKE’S HOTEL SUITE - NIGHT
FRAN, MIKE, AMY and APRIL strategise over drinks.
MIKE
What if the party wants to nominate 
someone else?
FRAN
That’s why we don’t say anything.  
Not yet.  
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APRIL
In the meantime, we work on raising 
Mike’s profile. What’s the Prime 
Minister doing tomorrow? 
AMY
Speaking at a charity champagne 
reception.
FRAN
I like champagne.
APRIL
(ignoring FRAN)
Great - we’ll send Mike.  
AMY
(to APRIL)
Are we sure about this? We lose the 
election, you and I lose our jobs.
APRIL
The PM’s winning favour every time 
she makes a move for equality.  
With her endorsement, he could go 
all the way.
AMY
Okay, let’s get him briefed on the 
speech.  
MIKE
What about my meeting with the food 
trucks association?
EXT. STREET - THE NEXT DAY
A REPORTER does a piece to camera. Behind her, food trucks 
line the curb.
REPORTER
The Prime Minister met with food 
truck operators today, to discuss 
plans to offer more support to 
small businesses.
INT. STONER ANNIE’S HOUSE - DAY
STONER ANNIE watches the same news item on TV.
On screen, FRAN reaches up to shake hands with a TACO TRUCK 
OWNER.  
REPORTER V/O
And she wasn’t afraid to roll up 
her sleeves during rush hour...
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FRAN wears a hair net and gloves, flipping burgers.
REPORTER V/O (CONT’D)
...treating lucky punters to a free 
side of comedy.
FRAN serves up two corn cobs on sticks to a waiting CUSTOMER.
FRAN
Nearly as corny as my jokes!
STONER ANNIE laughs. On screen, the REPORTER is back on 
camera.
REPORTER
Owner operators look forward to 
talks in the coming weeks, hoping 
for more incentives to keep their 
businesses running.  The Prime 
Minister wasn’t offering details, 
but she was offering recipes.
FRAN stands in the Jaffle Truck, chatting with the OWNER.
FRAN
Like an old friend once told me, 
Jaffles are better with 
marshmallows.
STONER ANNIE’s eyes widen in surprise.
INT. HOTEL LOBBY - DAY
FRAN enters with AMY and APRIL in tow.
AMY
How did Mike go?
APRIL
(reads device)
Don’t ask.  
FRAN
What happened?
APRIL
He wore the wrong shoes.  It’s all 
over the media.
FRAN presses the button for the lift. AMY’s straight on the 
phone.
AMY
(into phone)
Can we arrange a makeover for Mike 
Hunt?
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FRAN smirks - never gets old.
AMY (CONT’D)
(into phone)
Well, you can start by v-Gazzling 
it - or do I have to do everything 
myself?
FRAN chuckles to herself by the lift.
APRIL
Someone you know, Prime Minister?
Reveal STONER ANNIE, waving from the waiting area.
INT. HOTEL SUITE - DAY
FRAN sits at the table. STONER ANNIE stands over her with a 
clipboard, checking off a list as she goes.
STONER ANNIE
Was it your birthday?
FRAN
No.
STONER ANNIE
Were you given a potion?
FRAN
No.
STONER ANNIE
Visit a carnival?
FRAN
No.
STONER ANNIE
Struck by lightning?
FRAN
No.
STONER ANNIE
Have you at any time volunteered 
for a medical experiment?
FRAN
No.
STONER ANNIE
Did you piss in a fountain?
FRAN
What? No!
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STONER ANNIE
If 10 is strongly agree, and 1 is 
strongly disagree, how likely is it 
you’ve been cloned?
FRAN
How would I know that?
STONER ANNIE hesitates.
STONER ANNIE
I’ll call that a 5. When did you 
last put a coin in a fortune 
telling machine? 
FRAN
That’d be never.
STONER ANNIE
Have you now or at any time been 
victim to a family curse?
FRAN
No. Well, maybe. My mum was jinxed.  
STONER ANNIE
How so?
FRAN
The first husband left her and the 
second one killed her.
STONER ANNIE is shocked.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Yep. Sadly, that’s quite 
commonplace where I’m from.
STONER ANNIE
Then why would you want to go back?
FRAN
My dad might be hopeless. But I’m 
all he has.  
EXT. MELBOURNE CITY - DAY
FRAN, dressed down and inconspicuous in a hoody and jeans, 
walks through town with STONER ANNIE.
STONER ANNIE
We need to retrace your steps.
FRAN
I was wasted. Don’t even know how I 
got home.
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STONER ANNIE
What’s the last thing you remember?
FRAN
Drinking with you and Megan. Going 
outside for a smoke.  
STONER ANNIE
Outside where?
FRAN
Cacker’s Comedy Club.
STONER ANNIE shrugs. Then something occurs to FRAN.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Do you still work at Video Vault?
STONER ANNIE
I own Video Vault.
FRAN
Sure you do.
EXT. VIDEO VAULT - DAY
FRAN and ANNIE approach.  
FRAN checks out next door where Cackers should be. The shop 
front reads: DON’S DECORATIVE CANDLES.  
In the window is a sign: Your wife called - she said buy 
whatever you want.
FRAN follows STONER ANNIE into -
INT. VIDEO VAULT - CONTINUOUS
FRAN and STONER ANNIE pass the counter, where an alternative 
young woman, CERISE, checks in DVDs.
CERISE
Hey, boss.
DARREN/KIRSTY
Hey, boss.
Two other workers, DARREN and KIRSTY, return DVDs to shelves.
STONER ANNIE
Hi, everyone.  I have some news.
Everyone stops as STONER ANNIE pauses for effect.
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STONER ANNIE (CONT’D)
Video Vault is probably a portal to 
an alternate reality.
FRAN looks at STONER ANNIE in alarm.
FRAN
Annie, we don’t know that -
But CERISE, DARREN and KIRSTY are all over it.
KIRSTY
A portal? Or a TARDIS?
STONER ANNIE
Not a TARDIS. Same place and time.
CERISE
Are we talking about another 
possibility inherent in the quantum 
wave function or a variant of our 
own reality?
STONER ANNIE
Is that important?
CERISE
It’s the difference between being  
a wormhole in the multiverse or 
something more arbitrary.
STONER ANNIE
What do you think, Prime Minister?
CERISE, KIRSTY and DARREN snap their heads round to look at 
FRAN.
CERISE
I knew it. This goes all the way to 
the top.
FRAN
Annie!
KIRSTY
(to FRAN)
If you need volunteers, Prime 
Minister, I’m in.
DARREN
No, Kirsty! They send civilians 
into the White and Black voids!
FRAN
There’s no government program. Just 
me. Trying to get back to my shit 
life.
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EXT. VIDEO VAULT - DAY
A hand turns the OPEN sign to read CLOSED.
INT. VIDEO VAULT - LATER
A box of beers open on the counter.
FRAN, STONER ANNIE, CERISE, KIRSTY and DARREN sit between the 
shelves with piles of DVDs. STONER ANNIE has a copy of It’s A 
Wonderful Life.
STONER ANNIE
Did you speak to a ghost at all?
DARREN has The Wizard of Oz.
DARREN
Were you in a hurricane?
FRAN is distracted by the comedies.
FRAN
Seriously? Paula Blart - Mall Cop?
STONER ANNIE
Prime Minister?
FRAN
Sorry. None of the above.
CERISE
Would you describe this world as 
Utopian?  
FRAN
No. It’s just the same bad system 
in reverse. With no strip clubs. 
STONER ANNIE
What’s a strip club?
FRAN
Where women take their clothes off 
and dance naked for men.
DARREN
Can I go back with you?
STONER ANNIE
Me too! I want to meet the other 
me.
CERISE
You can’t. 
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STONER ANNIE
What about Dr. Who? She did!
KIRSTY
Only by breaking the first law of 
time!
CERISE
And we’re talking about a parallel 
present. Matter can’t occupy two 
places at once.
FRAN lets this sink in.
FRAN
(slowly)
Then if I’m here, where’s she?
INT. TV STUDIO - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
The recording of a light entertainment news show.
ANCHOR
And now for the story that’s got 
everyone talking.
On the screen behind: The image of short-haired Fran, across 
which is the blazoned the super #FranForPrimeMinister.
ANCHOR (CONT’D)
A small time female comedian made 
headlines worldwide after a failed 
attempt to break into Parliament 
House. Now her alter-ego is in 
demand all over the country. She 
joins us live, please welcome Fran 
Wandsworth.
Applause from the STUDIO AUDIENCE.  
Reveal OTHER FRAN on a panel with three other COMMENTATORS.
COMMENTATOR 1
Now, Fran - can I call you Fran?
OTHER FRAN  
You may call me Prime Minister.
Everyone laughs - except OTHER FRAN.
ANCHOR
(playing along)
Now, let me get this right - you’re 
the rightful Prime Minister of 
Australia, blindsided by an 
unscheduled election?
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OTHER FRAN
And, mark my words, Australia’s not 
ready for its first male Prime 
Minister.
MEGAN and STONER ANNIE laugh along with the rest of the 
STUDIO AUDIENCE. 
INT. TRAM - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
OTHER FRAN travels home with MEGAN and STONER ANNIE.
MEGAN
You were really funny.
OTHER FRAN
I wasn’t trying to be funny.
MEGAN
For fuck’s sake, babe, you can drop 
the act with us.
OTHER FRAN
Like I keep telling you - it’s not 
an act.
STONER ANNIE and MEGAN share a worried look.
OTHER FRAN (CONT’D)
I think I know what’s happened.
MEGAN
I’m glad someone does.
OTHER FRAN
I think my private plane crashed 
and now I’m in hell.
STONER ANNIE listens wide-eyed, totally buying in.
STONER ANNIE
So, were you an evil Prime 
Minister?
MEGAN
Oh my god, stop encouraging her.
FRAN takes in the ads on the tram. Skinny woman in her 
underwear. Skinny woman in a bikini. Skinny woman laughing 
with salad.
OTHER FRAN
Why’s that woman laughing?
MEGAN
Sorry?
154
OTHER FRAN
That woman, eating salad?
MEGAN just looks at her.
STONER ANNIE
I always wondered if evil Prime 
Ministers go to hell.
MEGAN
If she’s in hell, Annie, then so 
are we.
ANNIE looks around.
STONER ANNIE
Wow. It’s not as bad as they make 
out.
FRAN looks again at the skinny women.
OTHER FRAN
Maybe I was evil. Why else would I 
be surrounded by pictures of 
dangerously ill women in their 
underwear?
EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT
FRAN is outside with STONER ANNIE and CERISE.
STONER ANNIE
We have to try and recreate the 
conditions exactly.
FRAN
Then we’re gonna need a lot more 
beer.  And a bottle of tequila.
CERISE
The state you were in is probably 
irrelevant. What were your actions?
FRAN
I stood here. I leaned on the door.  
I lit a cigarette.
CERISE
In public?!
FRAN produces the half-smoked butt she’s been saving.
FRAN
Anyone got a light?
STONER ANNIE pulls one from her pocket. She clicks over the 
flame. FRAN leans in - but STONER ANNIE backs off.
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FRAN (CONT’D)
What?
STONER ANNIE
Are you ready for this?
FRAN
Is your Prime Minister an arsehole 
with no sense of humour? 
CERISE
Pretty much.
FRAN
Then she’s probably in the process 
of making my life even shitter.
FRAN leans into STONER ANNIE so that the cigarette catches 
the flame. She inhales.
Everyone waits. STONER ANNIE peers into FRAN’s eyes.
STONER ANNIE
(loud and exaggerated)
Hellooo?
FRAN
Fuck, Annie, it’s still me.
KIRSTY pokes her head out of the store, holding a copy of 
Coraline.
KIRSTY
Was there a secret door?
FRAN
No!  
KIRSTY withdraws, chastised.  
FRAN (CONT’D)
Hang on - wait.
She looks at the door to Video Vault.
INT. VIDEO VAULT - MOMENTS LATER
STONER ANNIE and DARREN search the shelves as CERISE taps 
into the data base and FRAN paces by the door.
FRAN
The original poster. Right here on 
the glass.
CERISE
(typing)
Freaky... Friday...
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FRAN
Yes!  It’s a Jodie Foster classic.  
STONER ANNIE shrugs - never heard of it.
CERISE
Was it definitely with an F?
FRAN
She changes places with her mother.  
CERISE
I’ll try Phreaky with a Ph...
KIRSTY brings out a box of rolled posters.
KIRSTY
Nothing yet.  This is the last box.
FRAN
(to CERISE)
Try the Lindsay Lohan remake.  
CERISE
It’s not on our data base.  I’ll 
try v-Gazzling.
CERISE types into her keyboard. STONER ANNIE goes to the 
counter and looks over her shoulder. CERISE shrugs.
CERISE (CONT’D)
Nothing.
FRAN’s heart sinks.
STONER ANNIE
I’m sorry, Fran.  No such movie was 
ever made.
INT. HOTEL SUITE - NIGHT
FRAN enters, tired and numb. She moves toward the window and 
looks out on the familiar, yet unfamiliar, city.
As she gets closer, she sees herself reflected in the glass.  
She stares at herself staring back.  
FRAN pulls the curtain.
INT. MIKE’S HOTEL SUITE - THE NEXT MORNING
FRAN, AMY, APRIL and MIKE watch morning television. A female 
REPORTER stands by the Yarra, doing a piece to cam.
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REPORTER
It was invitation only at the 
champagne reception, where Mike 
Hunt made a speech. 
FRAN
That’s some talent.
On screen, MIKE leaves the reception and walks to a waiting 
car. The news camera zooms in on his butt as he climbs in.
REPORTER
The Deputy Prime Minister’s snug 
fitting pants found favour with 
some commentators, with others 
suggesting they were ill advised.
MIKE takes the remote and switches off the TV.
MIKE
Has anyone reported on what I 
actually said in the speech? About 
paternity leave?
APRIL
Yes.
MIKE
Finally.
APRIL
But they think that since you’re 
unmarried and childless, you might 
be out of touch.
MIKE
Unbelievable.
FRAN
Not really.
AMY
Mike needs to get married between 
now and the election.
MIKE
No.  No way.
APRIL
I’ll put feelers out for the 
exclusive.
MIKE
Did you not hear me?
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AMY
It’s the way it is, Mike. If 
something’s missing, we have to 
create it.
This strikes a chord with FRAN.  She thinks a moment then 
jumps out of her chair.
FRAN
I’ve got to go.
INT. PRODUCTION COMPANY OFFICE - DAY
STONER ANNIE stands by while FRAN pitches her idea to MEGAN.
MEGAN
I’ve never heard of it.
FRAN
That’s why you need to make it.
MEGAN
What happens after the girl swaps 
places with her mother?
FRAN
She has to learn how to work the 
washing machine. And cater a party 
for twenty-five.
MEGAN
This sounds more like a father-son 
story.
Pause.
STONER ANNIE
That would work.
FRAN
I thought you said I had to 
recreate the conditions exactly.
STONER ANNIE
But you’re in opposite land. So you 
need an opposite movie.
MEGAN
If either one of you says ‘portal’ 
again, this meeting’s over.
FRAN swings round to MEGAN with renewed fire.
FRAN
Aren’t you supposed to be telling 
more men’s stories?  
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MEGAN
Yes.
FRAN
Then the Prime Minister suggests 
you start typing.
EXT. AIRPORT - DAY
Music over:
AMY, APRIL and MIKE cross the tarmac to the private plane.
INT. AIRPORT - DAY
Music continues over:
JASPER arrives from Canberra, wheeling his bag behind him, 
not exactly sure why he’s there. He sees STONER ANNIE waiting 
for him with a sign.
INT. PRODUCTION COMPANY OFFICE - DAY
Music continues over:
JASPER sits in front of a computer. He types FADE OUT onto 
the end of a script.
A printer spits out collated copies of Freaky Friday. 
INT. PRODUCTION COMPANY OFFICE - DAY
Music continues over:
Jugs of water, plates of fruit and snacks run down the centre 
of a table, around which sit FRAN, A CAST OF ACTORS, 
EXECUTIVES, MEGAN, JASPER and STONER ANNIE for a table read 
of Freaky Friday.
INT. STUDIO - DAY
Music continues over:
A washing machine sits in the middle of a laundry room set, 
surrounded by lights, cameras and CREW.   
FRAN and JASPER watch as MEGAN calls ‘Action’ from her 
monitor.  
The MALE ADULT LEAD ACTOR fills the machine with clothes and 
soap powder.  
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A CREW MEMBER detonates a device to flood the set with water 
and suds.
INT. JENNY’S STUDIO - DAY
FRAN enters. JENNY is hooked up to oxygen, and sketching out 
a new work, the latest in her series.
FRAN
Hi, Mum.
JENNY
(distracted)
Hi, darling.
FRAN
Sorry - you’re working.
JENNY puts down her pencil.
JENNY
It’s all right.  Come in.
FRAN approaches and sits by her mother. The new sketch makes 
a feature of the oxygen tubes.
JENNY (CONT’D)
You haven’t been back to Canberra 
for a while.
FRAN
No.  All part of the plan.
JENNY
I hope that’s not on my account.
FRAN
I want to spend time with you.
JENNY
We said from the start that this 
wouldn’t interfere with the 
election.
FRAN
Hope you’re not kicking me out.
JENNY
No.  But you will have to take the 
couch for a while.
FRAN
Why?  Who’s in my room?
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INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - DAY
FRAN assists JENNY as they enter from the back yard.
JENNY
Come and say hi to Aunty Frances.
Drinking tea with DAVE is AUNTY FRANCES, a spritely woman in 
her 70s, with eyes that seem to take it all in. 
FRAN feigns recognition as she approaches.
FRAN
Hey, Aunty Frances.  
AUNTY FRANCES
Hello, your Highness.
FRAN laughs and kisses her on the cheek. She seems great.
FRAN
Are you staying long?
AUNTY FRANCES
As long as your dad needs me.
AUNTY FRANCES slides her tea cup over to DAVE.
AUNTY FRANCES (CONT’D)
Have you got anything stronger?
FRAN
Good idea.  
DAVE opens the fridge. AUNTY FRANCES looks strangely at FRAN.
DAVE
I’ve got some wine.
AUNTY FRANCES
Hand it over.  
(to FRAN)
Let’s take this onto the deck.
EXT. DECK - DAY
AUNTY FRANCES fills two glasses and hands one over.
AUNTY FRANCES
You’re not our Fran.
FRAN
(shaken)
What?
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FRAN takes an unsteady drink. She looks inside to where DAVE 
is bringing JENNY a cup of tea. Then looks back at AUNTY 
FRANCES.
AUNTY FRANCES
It’s all right.  I understand.
FRAN
I doubt that very much.
AUNTY FRANCES
So you think you’re the pioneer of 
shifting dimensions?
AUNTY FRANCES smiles.
FRAN
Fuck me.
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - NIGHT
FRAN and AUNTY FRANCES clear the dinner dishes.
AUNTY FRANCES
I was at a Christmas party in a 
grand cinema, with my parents. And 
I knew it would be bedtime soon and 
I wasn’t happy about it. I wanted 
to be the boss. Someone put a 
candle in my hand, for the carols.  
DAVE enters.
DAVE
I forgot to say - don’t put the 
wine glasses in the dishwasher.
FRAN
I won’t.
DAVE
And make sure they get a good 
rinse.
FRAN
Got it.
DAVE exits. AUNTY FRANCES lowers her voice a little.
AUNTY FRANCES
There was a poster on the wall, for 
It’s A Wonderful Life. I put my 
hand out to touch it and the next 
thing I knew - 
DAVE enters.
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DAVE
Don’t use a scourer on the non-
stick pans, will you?
FRAN
We’re fine, Dad.  You go and settle 
in Mum. 
DAVE leaves. Reluctantly.
FRAN (CONT’D)
So I’m right - it is about the 
movie poster.
AUNTY FRANCES
So it would seem.
FRAN
Then I’m on track to get home.
AUNTY FRANCES
Who’s to say you’re not home 
already?  We’re all just one 
version of any number of possible 
selves.
FRAN
Didn’t you ever try to get back?
AUNTY FRANCES
No.  I knew all I had to do was 
wait to grow up.
FRAN takes this in.
AUNTY FRANCES (CONT’D)
What’s your other Aunty Frances 
like?
FRAN concentrates on wiping down the bench.
FRAN
(fudging the truth)
I never really knew her.  Mum and 
Dad split up when I was young - I 
didn’t see his family after that.
INT. EDITING SUITE - THE NEXT DAY
FRAN
She was diagnosed with female 
hysteria.
MEGAN sits at the desk with an EDITOR, cutting together the 
body swap scene from Freaky Friday.  
FRAN and STONER ANNIE watch from the back of the suite.
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STONER ANNIE
What’s female hysteria?
FRAN
Exactly. Point is, she was 
institutionalised. Probably for 
trying to convince people she was 
from somewhere else. I’m pretty 
sure she killed herself.
STONER ANNIE
That’s awful. I think I don’t want 
to go back with you anymore.
FRAN
You wouldn’t like it anyway.  
Darren’s the boss of Video Vault.
STONER ANNIE
I’m the boss of Video Vault!
FRAN
(to MEGAN)
How soon can we release the film?
MEGAN turns from the monitor.
MEGAN
Are you insane?
STONER ANNIE
(to MEGAN)
Are you a female hysteric?
MEGAN
What?
FRAN
We’ve got to hurry this up.
MEGAN
I can’t push the schedule any 
harder.
FRAN
And I can’t rob the other Fran of 
any more of her life. Especially 
not the chance to say goodbye to 
her mum.
MEGAN stands up.
MEGAN
I’m heading out to location. Who’s 
coming?
FRAN and STONER ANNIE follow.
165
STONER ANNIE
(to FRAN)
Do you think the other Fran will be 
back in time for the election?
FRAN hesitates.
FRAN
Oh, shit.
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE CORRIDOR/AMY’S OFFICE
AMY marches toward her office, phone to her ear.
AMY
(low tones)
Yes, the party voted this morning.  
Mike’s the new leader. 
FRAN (V.O.)
Okay, just a heads up - 
Intercut with:
EXT. BEACH
EXTRAS gather on the sand, all in various swimwear and beach 
outfits.   
MEGAN, JASPER and the CREW set up for the water skiing scene 
in Freaky Friday.  
FRAN and STONER ANNIE, in shorts and t-shirts, stand a little 
way from the crowd. FRAN with her phone to her ear.
FRAN
- there’ll come a time soon when 
I’m not so happy about that.
AMY rounds into her office and closes the door.
AMY
Explain?
FRAN
I really can’t.
AMY
Because this was all your idea.  
FRAN
I know.
AMY
And it could still backfire at the 
election.
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FRAN
Well, maybe I shouldn’t stand down 
just yet.
AMY
If you want to come back and put 
that to Mike and the party, fine.  
I’m not doing it. 
FRAN
Just tell April to hold off on 
calling the press conference.  
FRAN ends the call. An EXTRA (male), in swimwear, approaches.
EXTRA
Excuse me, Prime Minister?
FRAN
Hi.
EXTRA
May I get a photo?
FRAN
Of course.
Other EXTRAS, emboldened by this move, approach with their 
phones as the EXTRA sets up for a selfie. FRAN puts her arm 
around the EXTRA.
FRAN (CONT’D)
You’re freezing.
EXTRA
I’m okay.
FRAN
You’re not, you’re shivering.  
Annie, have you seen my cardi?
STONER ANNIE looks at her, shocked.
STONER ANNIE
(bemused)
Uh - no.
FRAN
(yells)
Has anyone seen my cardi?
The EXTRA, disgusted, wriggles out of FRAN’s grasp.
FRAN (CONT’D)
What’s wrong?  Don’t you want my 
cardi?
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Some of the EXTRAS have hit the video function on their 
phones.
MEGAN strides over, alerted to the ruckus.
MEGAN
What’s going on?
FRAN
Nothing.  I think someone grabbed 
my cardi.
MEGAN
Grabbed your what now?
FRAN
I thought I could wrap my cardi 
round his neck.
INT. STONER ANNIE’S HOUSE - NIGHT
FRAN and STONER ANNIE stand in front of the TV, watching the 
news. FRAN is on it for all the wrong reasons. On screen is 
censored (bleeped) video phone footage of her at the beach.
FRAN
(yells)
Has anyone seen my ______?  
REPORTER (V.O.)
The Prime Minister was posing with 
fans today, when she shocked 
everyone with her bizarre outburst.
FRAN
I think someone grabbed my ______.
STONER ANNIE sneaks a look over at FRAN. 
REPORTER 
Extras from the upcoming film 
‘Freaky Friday’ were left 
bewildered - and feeling violated.
EXTRA
I just asked if we could get a 
selfie, and she started shouting 
about her - well, you know.
(tears threaten)
Then she asked if I wanted it.  
Around my neck.
REPORTER
Director Megan Constance had no 
comment.
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STONER ANNIE snaps off the TV. They stand in silence for a 
moment. Not able to look at each other.
FRAN
It’s a really different C-word 
where I’m from.
STONER ANNIE
Unfortunate.
Pause. They both continue staring ahead.
FRAN
So what’s a cardigan called then?
STONER ANNIE
A button jumper.
FRAN
That makes a lot more sense.
STONER ANNIE
Yip.
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE - DAY
FRAN walks toward her office. JUSTIN walks in the other 
direction. Seeing her, his jaw sets. As they pass -
JUSTIN
(under)
You never offered to wrap it around 
my neck.
INT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE CORRIDOR - DAY
Seen through the open doorway are AMY, APRIL and MIKE,  
waiting in FRAN’s office. The mood is sombre. She enters and 
shuts the door behind her.
EXT. PARLIAMENT HOUSE - DAY
Music over:
FRAN is at the centre of a press conference. Beside her is 
MIKE. She takes his arm to raise it in victory for him, then 
stands back. He takes the microphone.
INT. PRODUCTION COMPANY OFFICE - NIGHT
Music over:
FRAN, MEGAN, JASPER, STONER ANNIE, ACTORS and CREW MEMBERS 
celebrate at the Freaky Friday wrap party.
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INT. CAB - NIGHT
FRAN rides home with MEGAN and STONER ANNIE. Outside are 
election billboards. One features a picture of Mike: Vote 
Mike Hunt and Make History!
INT. FRAN’S CHILDHOOD HOME - DAY
Music continues over:
JENNY, attached to oxygen, now has a day bed in the living 
area. She goes through an old photo album with FRAN and AUNTY 
FRANCES. FRAN smiles through her concern.
INT. PRODUCTION COMPANY OFFICE - DAY
Music continues over:
The MARKETING TEAM pitch the poster for Freaky Friday to 
FRAN, MEGAN and PRODUCERS. FRAN is animated in her feedback.
INT. ART GALLERY - NIGHT
Music continues over:
JENNY is wheelchair bound for her exhibition opening, 
surrounded by ATTENDEES including DAVE and AUNTY FRANCES.
FRAN stands at a distance. JENNY catches her eye. FRAN smiles 
and raises her glass. 
EXT. CINEMA - DAY
Music continues over:
A WORKER puts up a Freaky Friday poster in the ‘Coming Soon’ 
spot.
INT. PARTY HEADQUARTERS (MELBOURNE) - NIGHT
Music over:
FRAN and AMY sit at a table while WORKERS decorate around 
them. AMY hands FRAN a piece of paper.
AMY
Here’s your speech. If Mike wins, 
you’ll give him your endorsement.
FRAN waves it away.
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FRAN
I wrote my own. Make sure it’s 
loaded into the autocue.
AMY
I’m checking for expletives first.
EXT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
OTHER FRAN approaches the door with MEGAN and STONER ANNIE.
OTHER FRAN
I don’t know why I have to do this.
MEGAN
Because it’s the TV special.  
You’ve been working toward this 
your whole life.
STONER ANNIE
No. The old Fran has.
MEGAN
Annie...
STONER ANNIE
(to FRAN)
Just think of it as a political 
platform.
OTHER FRAN considers this a moment. Then opens the door.
INT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB - CONTINUOUS
OTHER FRAN leads MEGAN and STONER ANNIE inside. DON 
approaches.
DON
So, Fran...  
OTHER FRAN
Please call me, Prime Minister.
DON
Yeah, great, good one.  So you’re 
headlining.  With Les, Robbie 
McKenzie and Mike Hardy...
OTHER FRAN
Mike Hardy?
DON
Yeah.  
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OTHER FRAN
Unfortunate.  He should really go 
by Michael.
DON looks to MEGAN and STONER ANNIE. They have no idea 
either.
OTHER FRAN (CONT’D)
And the other women?
DON
Sorry? 
OTHER FRAN
The other women?  On the bill.
DON
You’re it, Fran - Prime Minister.
OTHER FRAN
(genuinely confused)
Is it International Men’s Day?
EXT./INT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT - NEW WORLD
Music over:
FRAN and MEGAN wait outside.
STONER ANNIE gives a thumbs up from inside. 
STONER ANNIE then affixes the new Freaky Friday poster to the 
glass on the door.
INT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
Music continues over:
The foyer is filling with PUNTERS.  
OTHER FRAN poses for a few reluctant selfies with FANS.  
Then, in a quiet moment -
EXT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB/EXT. VIDEO VAULT - CONTINUOUS
Music continues over:
- OTHER FRAN steps outside for some air. But she’s stymied by 
SMOKERS clogging up the footpath outside. She takes a few 
steps toward Video Vault.
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EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT - NEW WORLD
FRAN hugs STONER ANNIE goodbye.  
STONER ANNIE
Will the Prime Minister know me?
FRAN
Maybe. 
FRAN moves toward MEGAN. Before she can hug her -
MEGAN
I don’t believe any of this.  
FRAN
I know. But, hey, Freaky Friday’s a 
hit. You’re welcome.
FRAN hugs MEGAN. MEGAN responds despite herself.
FRAN (CONT’D)
Give my regards to Paul.
FRAN makes a few dolphin sounds to wind MEGAN up. It works.
FRAN takes out the very last piece of the cigarette butt she 
saved.
STONER ANNIE offers a light.  
FRAN puts her hand on the poster. The flame is about to touch 
the end of the butt -
- when a comcar pulls up. AMY leaps out.  
FRAN (CONT’D)
Amy, wait -
But AMY grabs the butt from FRAN and stomps it into the 
ground.
AMY
No way.  Not tonight.
EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
OTHER FRAN looks at the vintage Freaky Friday poster on the 
door.
A group of HEN’S NIGHT REVELLERS stumble past, swilling 
cocktails and wielding sparklers.  
One recognises OTHER FRAN.
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HEN’S NIGHT REVELLER
Hey, you’re pretty funny for a 
lady.
The group heads to the door of CACKERS, where a bouncer waves 
them away.
BOUNCER
You can’t bring those in here.
The HENS wave their sparklers down and extinguish them.  
The VEILED BRIDE-TO-BE instead hands hers to OTHER FRAN.  
OTHER FRAN takes it with one hand, while leaning on Video 
Vault’s door with the other.  
Jodie Foster’s eyes flash.
EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT - NEW WORLD
MEGAN and STONER ANNIE gape at the OTHER (short haired) FRAN 
who’s materialised in front of them.  
AMY, making her way back to the car, doesn’t notice the 
change.
AMY
(to OTHER FRAN)
Come on.  They’re about to announce 
the results.  
EXT. VIDEO VAULT - NIGHT - OLD WORLD
FRAN looks down at the sparkler in her hand.  
Sees the vintage Freaky Friday poster.  
Turns and sees Cackers Comedy Club next door.  
She smiles and makes her way toward it. 
INT. PARTY HEADQUARTERS - NIGHT
MIKE has won the election and stands among the balloons and 
streamers, smiling into the applause of SUPPORTERS and 
COLLEAGUES including AMY, APRIL and JUSTIN - and MEGAN and 
STONER ANNIE.
OTHER FRAN takes the lectern, and reads from the autocue.
OTHER FRAN
It’s a great day for equality...
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INT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB - CONTINUOUS
From the stage, FRAN faces the TV CAMERAS and PUNTERS, 
including MEGAN, STONER ANNIE, DON, LES and ROBBIE.  
She consults Other Fran’s notes.
FRAN
...when a man can be elected Prime 
Minister of Australia.
INT. PARTY HEADQUARTERS - CONTINUOUS
Cheers from the AUDIENCE.
INT. CACKERS COMEDY CLUB - CONTINUOUS
Laughs from the PUNTERS.
INT. DAVE’S HOUSE - A FEW WEEK’S LATER
FRAN, MEGAN and STONER ANNIE enter. They all wear white 
ribbons. The place, still small and humble, is now clean and 
light.
FRAN
Dad?  You ready?
DAVE appears, still a little frayed around the edges, but 
scrubbed up okay nonetheless.
DAVE
Anyone want a cuppa?
FRAN
No time.  We’ll have to pass.
DAVE
Wind.
STONER ANNIE cracks up.
FRAN
Dad!
DAVE
C’mon, let’s go.
FRAN
Hang on.
She pins a white ribbon to his jacket. They look at each 
other and smile.
CHISEL the chihuahua yaps at FRAN, giving her a fright.  
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FRAN (CONT’D)
Fuck me!
EXT. PARK - DAY
PUNTERS gather round an outdoor stage where a BAND is 
playing.  
VOLUNTEERS, including, DAVE, MEGAN, PAUL and STONER ANNIE 
take buckets through the crowd collecting donations for 
Women’ Shelters.
The band finishes and a WOMAN (the EMCEE) takes the stage 
amidst the applause. 
EMCEE
Now keep the donations coming 
folks, because it’s time for who 
we’re all here to see.  You’ve 
heard her on the radio, you’ve seen 
her on TV and she also organised 
this whole shebang.  
INT. BACKSTAGE TENT - CONTINUOUS
FRAN faces herself in the mirror of the makeshift dressing 
room. 
EMCEE (V.O.)
Please go crazy for Fran 
Wandsworth!
FRAN smiles at herself.  And heads out to the stage.
FADE OUT
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PART 3: REVERSAL 
 
 
Reflection 
 
FRAN (CONT’D) 
I just want that one spot. 
 
MEGAN 
That’s what happens, though.  We all get sucked into competing 
for the crumbs. 
 
FRAN 
I don’t care.  I want my crumb. 
 
This section examines how my screenplay performs the research, and how this was 
facilitated through the recruitment of the ‘flipped reality’ narrative device. I will 
discuss how the notion of ‘normal’ has revealed itself to unite all the aspects of my 
practice and research interests, and how this was made manifest through creative 
practice and, in particular, flipped perspectives. I will also explore how the ‘flipped 
reality’ narrative is dependent on received wisdoms of what constitutes ‘normal’, 
while at the same time is invariably used to challenge assumptions of normality. I 
reflect upon the practice of writing the screenplay within the confines of mainstream 
screenwriting conventions, especially in regard to the research question, including 
how aspects of post-modern feminism were explored through the writing of the 
screenplay itself. Reflected upon, too, is the writing of the preparatory treatment as 
well as the practices of writing with and without a plan, especially in the context of 
depicting the perspective of the protagonist. Drawing from the existing screenwriting 
discourse on perspective and point-of-view as discussed, I finally consider the 
application of all the elements.   
 As discussed previously, the direction of my creative practice research 
changed when I realised that the narrative device I was using to write Funny/Peculiar 
(one I had previously thought incidental to the task of exploring ways to fuse the 
funny, female perspective into the pages of screenplays), was in fact itself the very 
site of exploration and worthy of investigation in its own right. Writing into the 
‘flipped reality’ was, I realised, already a profound way of shifting perspective and 
subverting mainstream expectations for a female-centred comedy. What has come out 
of the analysis and application of this device is not so much a singular theory or 
technique for writing female perspectives in particular, but rather a new proposition: 
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that in script development, this notion of perspective rarely receives the same explicit 
and in depth consideration as other more familiar elements of screenwriting practice. 
Marginalised perspectives – which, as I have argued, the funny, female perspective is 
one – may thus be vulnerable to the centripetal force that is the default, so-called 
universal perspective. Previous to bringing the ‘flipped reality’ device to the centre of 
my research enquiry (and, by extension, experimenting with the Point-of-You 
intervention), I had planned to identify and test the dominant models of screenwriting 
in search of obstacles to funny, female perspectives. My aim was to develop a 
premise and run it through the assembly line of each of these different frameworks in 
the hope of uncovering something tangible that could be addressed by way of a new 
set of principles. It was going to be a systematic, iterative process that generated 
multiple versions of my screenplay and thus uncover evidence of a default universal 
(read, male) perspective.   
 In fact, the number of models I have explored in depth is exactly one. This 
was the comic-sequencing model I followed in Giglio, 2012. The exercise took me on 
a long, messy, creative journey full of dead ends, thrilling breakthroughs, blind 
corners, multiple drafts and discarded treasures. But in ‘developing a premise’ 
(centred upon a struggling comedian who wakes up in a world where sexism is 
reversed) I inadvertently began a research journey focused upon the narrative device 
itself, which very much still responds to the same research question. 
To recap, the research question I brought to my creative practice was:  “How 
might a female protagonist’s perspective be written into the pages of a comedy 
screenplay, considering both content and form?” Through a creative practice approach 
I have discovered that exploring ‘perspective’ involves different ways of applying 
pressure to received wisdoms of what is ‘normal’. Moreover, these two notions – 
perspective and the ‘norm’ – have emerged as conceptual links between my research 
interests in comedy, gender, screenwriting structural models and this ‘flipped reality’ 
narrative device. In other words, all of these fields or factors have some interest in 
identifying embedded ideas of normativity in order to introduce and/or apply other 
perspectives that are equally possible. Furthermore, my entire project is a response to 
screenwriting itself that sits within “a particularly dominant model of industry 
practice as a normative form of practice that others must either follow or situate 
themselves against” (Maras 2009, p. 171) (emphasis added). 
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 To discuss the ‘norm’ it is first necessary to define it. Mary Russo’s succinct 
observation is useful here: “The norm signifies nothing more or less than the 
prevailing standard” (1995, p. vi). The ‘prevailing standard’ upon which most (if not 
all) feminisms pivot is the male default, which means, as Russo later reminds us that 
“the female is always defined against the male norm” (1995, p. 12).    
 A very recent response (at the time of writing) to this ingrained norm is the 
Twitter account @manwhohasitall. Like many other contemporary examples 
discussed in the following section, @manwhohasitall employs the ‘flipped reality’ 
device to draw attention to the male default, in tweets such as this one from 12 April 
2016:  
 
“Being called a ‘businesswoman’ doesn’t bother me at all, because I know it covers 
both women & men”, James, Businesswoman, age 34.  
 
Likewise, in Funny/Peculiar’s flipped reality, women are the default and men are 
‘othered’. One example of how this manifests, is when a character objects to being 
called a ‘male comedian’ (p. 141), because he feels compelled to deny aspects of his 
male subjectivity in order to counter being marked as ‘other’ in the same way women 
are in the default world. By taking this approach, I position myself in a certain 
community of practice encompassing those who employ flipped realities, whether or 
not their work involves screenwriting specifically. Those of us working with the 
flipped reality are aware that common sense “depends heavily on the production of 
norms” and we welcome the idea that  “the critique of dominant forms of common 
sense is also, in some sense, a critique of norms” (Halberstam 2011, p. 89). Our 
particular mode of ‘critique’ is to turn the ‘production of norms’ on its head.   
 It is notable, then, that comedy mirrors this aspect of feminist thought, 
considering “Awareness of the departure from the norm – and hence awareness of the 
norm – is one of the key ingredients of the comic effect” (King 2002, p. 130) 
(emphasis in original). When examining gender specifically, King also notes, “Comic 
subversion of gender codes can be achieved through a variety of approaches, 
including the inversion, deconstruction and exaggeration of dominant conventions” 
(2002, p. 133). His analyses do not include the use of ‘flipped reality’ (which appears 
to be unexplored as a specific device in screenwriting and comedy literature), but 
rather delve into other ways of inverting gender roles such as role reversal, gender 
 180 
bending and cross-dressing, noting these are “examples of the typically double-edged 
potential of comedy, to both reinforce and undermine established norms” (2002, p. 
130). This tension will be discussed further in the next section, which functions as an 
overview of the narrative device itself. For now, though, it is notable that 
screenwriting and storytelling paradigms also draw on notions of the norm, in that 
they depend on establishing normality for the purposes of then inciting a disruption.    
Aronson advises, “The first event in the action line […] is the disturbance.  
This simply means something unusual happening in the normality – the normal world 
of the protagonist” (2010, p. 68). But there is a difference between how comic and 
screenwriting strategies invest in the norm, and what drives gendered enquiries into 
the norm. Halberstam points out that feminisms are “rightfully wary of the term 
‘normal’, especially when it cozies up to its twin concept ‘natural’” (2012, p. 14). I 
propose that, like feminisms, flipped-reality narratives also work “hard to reveal how, 
where and when our understanding of the normal got manufactured, repurposed, 
recirculated, and then leveraged for the purposes of control” (Halberstam 2012, p. 
14). The women in the flipped-reality world of Funny/Peculiar, for instance, are 
unknowingly sexist, trading in their own brand of biological determinism. April, the 
Press Secretary, tells Fran: “Women disassociate after the trauma of childbirth. That’s 
why men are born nurturers” (p. 136). Having never thought to question this ingrained 
and gendered belief system, both April and Amy (the Chief of Staff) encourage Fran 
(as Prime Minister) to ignore issues around childcare, paternity leave and pay equity 
in good conscience. They dismiss Fran’s alternative perspective (our own patriarchal 
one) as a ‘spin’ (p. 134).   
Interestingly, while writing about these characters’ ingrained cultural 
prejudices, I was also grappling with my own.  For instance, when I came to write the 
scene I had been planning when Fran meets the French Foreign Minister (without the 
multilingual skills enjoyed by the version of herself native to this flipped reality), I 
realised that this character, whom I had automatically assumed to be a man, would 
more authentically be a woman in this world I had created. I would often find myself 
enriching the world with minor characters, but almost without exception imagine 
them first as men before recasting them in my mind, pre-empting, at least, the liberal 
feminist strategy of gender reassignment post-draft. 
Other ways that screenwriting practice trades in notions of the ‘norm’ relate to 
creating an effective protagonist, for which Aronson offers a list of criteria. One of 
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these is that “The protagonist has a normal person’s point of view” (2010, p. 79) 
(emphasis added). This suggestion, again, highlights the linking concepts of norms 
and perspectives across my research interests but, more importantly, it raises an 
interesting question:  what (or who), exactly, is a normal person? Arguably, it is no 
one sitting outside of the referents that constitute the universal subject.    
In retrospect, I can see that the use of flipped-reality enables my screenplay to 
give Fran the ‘normal person’s’ point of view, because in finding herself in the 
unfamiliar reality she brings with her the perspective of the world-as-we-know-it.  
But, in terms of my comedy screenwriting practice this does not help me reconcile the 
directly conflicting and alternative possibility that “The comic perspective is a 
character’s unique way of looking at the world, which differs in a clear and 
substantial way from the ‘normal’ world view” (Vorhaus 1994, p. 31) (emphasis 
added). In this way, the ‘flipped reality’ device itself could be said to be facilitating 
this skew on the normal worldview, but for screenwriting practice more broadly, these 
two opposing takes on the point-of-view might be confusing distinctions.   
I was able to explore this with my protagonist, Fran, because the first sequence 
is set in what Russo would call the ‘indicative’ world within which exists “the 
marginal position of women and others” (1995, p. 60). Therefore Fran automatically 
lacks the ‘normal person’s point of view’: her way of looking at the world is already 
‘unique’, given “the notion of the universal human being in traditional Western 
thought who is presented as neutral but is actually founded in a male standard” 
(Beasley 1999, p. 82) – in other words, a patriarchal world view. The question, then, 
for a screenwriter exploring funny, female perspectives is: how do I make her 
perspective differ ‘in a clear and substantial way from the ‘normal’ world view’ when 
this is, by default, already the case (in terms of being distinct from the universal 
perspective)? One option is that her perspective become distinct from what is thought 
of as a uniquely woman’s point-of-view, which would first involve a universalising 
process of “establishing what is ‘normal’ (appropriate, good, proper, natural)” 
(Beasley 1999) about women, in order to make her “an unusually assertive or 
supposedly ‘masculinised’ [woman]” (King 2002).  This is not the case with Fran 
who, although she embodies some elements of female unruliness – she drinks to get 
drunk, she smokes, is prone to excess and spectacle – her perspective draws from her 
experience of living in a man’s world as a woman.    
Unlike her more politically minded friends, Fran just wants to ‘fit in’ in order 
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to ‘stand out’ – but is unable to do either. She wants her one ‘crumb’, yet still lacks 
the conformity required to compete for it.  In this way she might be seen to represent 
a postmodern/poststructuralist feminist sensibility, which argues “that universalism 
marginalises what is seen as dissimilar, thus bringing into play normalisation, which 
declares dissimilarity abnormal and attaches a negative judgment to non-conformity” 
(Beasley 1999, p. 81). The character of Chloe (the young stand-up comedian and TV 
panelist in the original, or ‘indicative’, world) functions to represent the ‘feminisms of 
inclusion’ to which Fran initially aspires. But when Fran spends time in what Russo 
would describe (from the carnivalesque) as “the ‘subjunctive’ or possible world of the 
topsy-turvy” (1995, p. 60), she learns (as part of the redemptive arc of transformation 
that is a tendency of the three-act structure) that what she wants is not necessarily 
what she needs. She becomes more interested (like postmodernist/poststructuralist 
feminisms) in “destablising the manifold operations of power” than enjoying the 
privilege that comes with being part of  “a (positive) distinguishable group identity” 
(Beasley 1999, p. 82). Among all this, Fran makes manifest in the screenplay 
postmodern feminist ideas of identity that are “comparativist rather than 
universalising, refusing unitary notions […] in favour of plural and complex” (Bolton 
2011, p. 3), given she is literally living out two versions of herself within alternate 
possibilities. Ironically, this all plays out within a mainstream structure at odds with 
“the ‘circularity’” that some argue “is a self-consciously feminist mode of 
storytelling” (Kagan 2015, p. 5). However, as an exploration of female perspectives in 
mainstream comedies, it is important my practice remains engaged with such 
observations as “It remains unproven that the patriarchal language of mainstream 
narrative film cannot be transformed and redeemed, that a woman’s discourse cannot 
speak through it” (Wood 1990, p. 334). Sexton-Finck, for example, as part of her own 
practice-based PhD research (2009, p. 272), identifies the pitfalls for female 
characters in mainstream structures as well as making discoveries about the 
advantages: 
 
 
the familiarity and affectivity of mainstream cinema’s three-act structure 
enables female filmmakers to (re)humanize woman and the female condition 
on screen, making it possible for a larger audience to understand and 
empathise with woman by seeing the world from her perspective. 
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Because I was working with a mainstream model, Funny/Peculiar was first developed 
by way of a treatment in keeping with the industry standards to which I chose to 
conform in order to effectively explore those boundaries. Working with Giglio’s 
comic sequencing structure (2012) meant constructing eight sequences of five events 
and writing these up into an eight-page treatment, whereby the constraints of the 
model dictated that each sequence be no more than one page of prose (Giglio 2012, p. 
114). The resulting ‘scriptment’, as Giglio calls it 40  addresses his belief that 
“Treatments are boring.  No one reads them.  They don’t reflect the tone of what 
you’re writing. You want to write the script” (2012, p. 90). Schock is similarly 
reluctant to endorse this standard forward planning practice, dismissing the treatment 
as “a waste of time. I find it impossible to understand from a treatment how the writer 
will actually realize a script” (1995). She believes, “This is because a good writer 
doesn’t quite know what the story is about until he’s [sic] written the first draft” 
(1995). It is true that for me the ‘scriptment’ bears only a passing resemblance to the 
resulting screenplay, the writing of which was the element of the practice where I 
made almost all of my narrative discoveries at the hands of the characters. My 
experience of the practice suggests that it is difficult to make these discoveries about 
the protagonist’s perspective in structural planning, even though it is this perspective 
that would be most useful to travel authentically between plot points. Holofcener, 
widely credited with helping “restore [to US indie cinema] women’s contributions 
and perspectives” (Perkins 2014, p. 138) reveals (2011, pp. v-vi): 
  
I don’t outline my scripts and while it’s kind of scary, it’s also liberating and 
fun. I used to fight this process because I was taught never to write this way, 
but the  way I was taught – index cards, outlines, naming the purpose of every 
single scene – killed the joy and never amounted to a completed screenplay.  
 
 
Indeed, as Claire Perkins writes of independent screenplays more generally, 
“character transformation is not a singular function in a tightly plotted three-act 
scenario but a constant and circular process of adapting to the expectations raised by 
other people and everyday events” (2014, p. 145). By placing my protagonist into a 
‘flipped reality’ world, the playground was rife for opportunities to see her ‘adapt’ to 
those sorts of ‘expectation’. In this way, my experimentation with ‘flipped reality’ 
                                                
40 The term has recently become more widespread, describing various different approaches to 
screenplay/treatment hybrids. 
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became a factor in the plotting as well as the perspective, because (unlike ‘flipped 
reality’ narratives that are set solely in that one world) Fran was navigating new and 
unfamiliar territory. In other words, the existence of the ‘flipped reality’ directly 
contributed to the plot, and was realised most keenly once I had explored Fran’s 
character development within it.   
I propose that, as a narrative device, the ‘flipped-reality’ is one strategy for 
exploring perspective and I have examined, though practice, its potential to create a 
fictional world with reversed hierarchical binaries, to identify and demonstrate double 
standards in mainstream (Western) culture, and to create a lens through which 
audiences can identify with perspectives that are not usually their own. As the over-
arching device I discovered it was also potentially instrumental in inspiring other 
departures. For instance, my screenplay opens with a bride at her wedding, who by 
page two is revealed to be a comedian performing this role. While it foreshadows the 
Act 2 switch into a world that, likewise, looks familiar but operates differently, this 
was also making explicit my decision to exclude a love plot, as a contribution to “a 
refusal of the mushy sentimentalism that has been siphoned into the category of 
womanhood” (Halberstam 2012, pp. xii-xiii).    
I have worked with the ‘flipped reality’ as a comedy screenwriting device to 
challenge gender norms, and in the next section I discuss how the practice itself also 
serves to highlight similarly gendered assumptions that serve to marginalise the 
funny, female perspective. Amidst my discussions around a norm, and a departure 
from that norm, it is useful to ask (as I have already in Part 1) what happens to female 
comic perspectives when the category of ‘women’ is already defined as a cultural 
departure from the default norm. If, as Beasley suggests, the alternate view (where 
women are seen as the starting point) is just as possible (1999, p. 7), then I suggest it 
is this possibility that has been inspiring screenwriters, especially screenwriters 
interested in marginalised perspectives, to employ the ‘flipped-reality’ device. 
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Overview  
 
MEGAN 
I was there scouting male talent.  There’s a move to put more 
men on screen. 
 
FRAN 
Is that a bad thing? 
 
MEGAN 
It’s tricky.  I know I shouldn’t say this, but men just aren’t 
as funny as women. 
 
This section expands upon the ‘flipped reality’ and the community of practice who 
work with this device within which I have situated myself, and functions as a review 
of those texts and how they are distinct from other sorts of narrative defined in 
screenwriting and comedy discourse. In doing so, I delve further into the ‘flipped 
reality’ device, and its inbuilt implicit request to consider a particular view of the 
world by, for example, in the case of an upturned gender hierarchy, putting male 
characters into women’s proverbial shoes.   
When, in 2016, American film producer Ross Putman established a Twitter 
identity (@femscriptintros) to expose the gendered (and sexist) ways female 
characters are introduced in screenplays, there was a swift and lively response from 
media commentators interested in gender and screen. One such response was an 
online piece taking popular examples of male characters from film and television, and 
writing them hypothetical screenplay introductions inspired by the ways in which 
women are written into scripts. The results within, as demonstrated by this imagined 
scene text for Star Wars (Lucas 1977), were intentionally ludicrous: “A vision in 
brown robes that caress his shapely curves, OBI WAN strides toward LUKE” 
(Cauterucci 2016). The piece is (at the time of writing) a very recent example of 
strategic invitations to consider alternate perspectives on gender by recasting the 
subject. 
 Because I offer the ‘flipped reality’ device as a technique for screenwriting 
practice – and is specifically how my practice came to respond to that part of my 
research question concerned with content (the form component is outlined in the 
section that follows), I believe it is useful and important to review the various 
strategic uses of ‘flipped reality’ – especially in screenworks – before discussing how 
the strategies employed by this device intersect with elements of screenwriting 
practice, specifically those pertaining to narrative perspective. With this research 
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responding to “a growing concern among filmmakers to find new ways to represent 
the perspectives and journeys of women” (Bolton 2011, p. 7), I will reiterate that this 
notion of narrative perspective in screenplays is especially useful when considering 
the female perspective in comedies. Firstly, though, I will further define what I am 
calling the ‘flipped reality’ narrative device. 
In coining the term ‘flipped reality’, my aim is to define one particular type of 
fictional alternative reality, being (to repeat): a world where existing privilege, bias or 
behaviour is reversed. I believe it is useful to apply singular definitions to these 
different kinds of narrative tools, hence my suggestion that the ‘flipped reality’ be 
considered a discrete category. I am not suggesting these definitions be categorised 
hierarchically (in ways that suggest one device is more or less effective than another 
in achieving its intended aims), rather they be understood as distinct from one another.  
From this may come opportunities to more clearly analyse the use of these devices in 
screenwriting practice, an exercise that may facilitate deeper understandings of how 
such narrative devices function, and to what end. 
In other words, I choose to situate ‘flipped reality’ outside of other aligned but 
quite different devices, including body swap, role reversal and gender inversion. I 
argue it functions differently in that these narratives do not invert the world as we 
know it, instead depicting the (usually temporary) lived experience of one or two lead 
characters destined to learn lessons about gender, race, class or age through their 
ordeals41.  Thus the default world remains the same, with all of its entrenched cultural, 
social and political norms still intact. A narrative that hinges upon a protagonist who 
temporarily occupies the lived experience of another race or gender (whether it be by 
wish, curse or costume) has different mechanics from a narrative that asks us to 
imagine a world with new rules. It is true that role-reversal in a narrative facilitates an 
experience for the character of viewing the world through new eyes, but I argue that 
the ‘flipped reality’ device functions differently. The first suggests the protagonist 
may have a transformation, cued by a shift in perspective. The second shifts the 
perspective for us all.  
I am far from claiming that what I am calling ‘flipped reality’ is new – indeed, 
my list of examples of its use in screenwriting and beyond is growing daily. But I 
                                                
41 Examples include All of Me (Robinson 1984), Big (Ross & Spielberg 1988), Dating the Enemy 
(Simpson Huberman 1996), Freaky Friday (Rodgers 1976) and (Hach & Dixon 2003), Switch  
(Edwards 1991), Trading Places (Harris & Weingrod 1983) and Watermelon Man (Raucher 1970). 
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have yet to uncover an existing definition beyond my own – in screenwriting 
discourse, certainly – that distinguishes it as a singular device, distinct from those 
aforementioned role reversals or body swaps. By extension, there would appear to be 
no one in screenwriting practice interrogating the practical application of this device 
beyond the broader terms that might encompass it, perhaps because these kinds of 
narrative are not usually demarcated in clear ways within screenwriting discourse. It 
is this distinction, along with the Point-of-You strategy of the section following, that I 
offer as my contribution to screenwriting practice and research. 
Snyder, known for his regimented approach to the mainstream three-act 
structure and penchant for classification, made a convincing argument for there being 
ten story types within which all screenplays conform (2005, pp. 24-5). In his first 
publication he classified both the notions of alternate realities and body swap 
narratives within his ‘Out of the Bottle Story Type’, claiming all of these would fit 
either the wish-fulfillment or comeuppance version of the category (2005, pp. 29-31). 
In his second book, however, Snyder broke this category into five subsets, of which 
‘Body Switch’ and ‘Surreal’ are two, with the topsy-turvy worlds to which I refer 
fitting most easily into the latter (2007). Otherwise, narratives such as ‘flipped-reality’ 
tend to be subsumed within generalised groupings, including “the fantasy/magic 
category” (Giglio 2012, p. 21), “magical wish fulfillment” (King 2002, p. 85), 
“powers” (Vorhaus 1994, p. 46) and “The consequences of one magical or surreal 
element” (Horton 2000, p. 25). Horton also usefully outlines a series of Comic Plots – 
of which the latter category was one – and delineates these from the more specifically 
applied Comic Plot Devices (2000, pp. 25-8), one of which is the notion of 
“Inversion: Turn most things or situations upside down or inside out, and through 
inversion, you have laughs” (2000, p. 26). Although inversion would seem a useful 
concept to consider when examining this notion of ‘flipped-reality’, Horton’s final 
example suggests this has too wide an application: “Gender-bending stories from 
Some Like It Hot [1959] to Tootsie [1982] and beyond thrive on the laughter 
generated when men are forced to ‘become’ women” (2000, p. 26). Thus I would 
argue that this particular device reinforces, rather than undermines, established gender 
hierarchies. Horton’s use of the verb ‘forced’ is key here: the comedy comes from the 
male character’s presumed diminished status, and is a device that, for that reason, is 
arguably less effective (at least, comedically) when it is a woman doing the cross-
dressing.  
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Russo likewise discusses the potentially limiting consequences of inversion, 
suggesting “In the social dramas of transition and ‘rituals of status reversal’ [is] 
evidence of the reinforcement of social structure, hierarchy, and order through 
inversion” (1995, p. 58). Instead, as feminist film scholar Yvonne Tasker writes, it is 
more useful to consider that “Cultural production involves the work of 
characterization and performance, the retelling and reworking of stories, the 
inflections and reproductions of generic conventions, even a process of making them 
strange” (2002, p. 204). It is this sense of ‘making strange’ that ‘flipped-reality’ offers 
for alternative perspectives. 
With ‘flipped reality’ narratives, the ‘making strange’ I am exploring is that 
which asks the reader or viewer to see the world from another point-of-view, 
facilitated by the notion of travesty: a strategically distorted representation.  
Mizejewski writes of a routine performed by comedian Wanda Sykes “describing how 
she does a number on white men in fancy cars who pull up beside her in traffic.  
She’ll stare at a guy until he looks back, she says, and then she locks the door.  ‘How 
you like it?’ she asks him” (2014, p. 174). In the most basic terms, ‘flipped reality’ 
could be described as the ‘how-you-like-it?’ device from Sykes, whereby reversing 
the apparently usual circumstances suggests these would be unacceptable were the 
tables turned. At the very least, they might be exposed as ludicrous.  
Halberstam has reported changing the focus of an Introduction to Gender and 
Sexuality university course to instead be a study of heterosexuality (2012, p. 11):  
 
Using clips from Desperate Housewives [2004-12], The Sopranos [1999-
2007], The Bachelor [2002-], and other TV shows, I would act like an 
anthropologist visiting a strange group of people engaged in odd sexual rituals, 
showing the class what heterosexuality looked like from the outside.   
 
Halberstam describes one benefit of this approach being that it “forces the very 
students who are deeply invested in norms, their own and other people’s” to recognise 
and examine “their own investments, their own issues, their own struggles with what 
is supposed to come naturally” (2012, p. 11). Comedian Margaret Cho similarly 
skews reality in a routine from her show, I’m the One That I Want (2000), as 
transcribed by Mizejewski: “Do you know anybody who’s straight anyway?  It’s so 
weird; it’s so subversive to be straight. If I’m talking to a boy who’s cute and straight 
and single, I’m like, are you a unicorn?” (2014, p. 124). Of the same routine, another 
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article suggests that, in the hands of Cho, “the queer becomes normalized and the 
straight becomes ‘subversive’” (Lewis 2004). This act of strategic reality flip is an 
impulse shared by screenwriters who create fictional, ‘flipped reality’ worlds within 
which to set their screenplays.  
It may be useful to identify some examples of those in mainstream culture that 
are ‘flipping the script’. In her memoir My Story (2014), former Australian Prime 
Minister Julia Gillard takes a piece from The Australian Financial Review about her 
relationship with partner Tim Mathieson, and rewrites it as if the subject were not 
herself, but rather another former prime minister, John Howard, and his wife Janette.  
Gillard then reveals the true context of the article for the reader, and notes “It is 
unthinkable that a piece oozing such calculated disrespect for Janette and the 
relationship between the Howards would have been published” (2014, p. 97). She 
makes brief, but pointed use, of the flipped-reality device, evoking an unfamiliar 
world in which it is powerful men, rather than powerful women, whose relationships 
fall under microscopic scrutiny. Similarly, A’Court begins a newspaper column “In a 
parallel universe somewhere, men’s groups are up in arms” before composing a 
fictitious report outlining the concerns of an imagined men’s underclass at the hand of 
“conservative members of the matriarchy” (2013). Subverting arguments around pay 
equity, A’Court uses the ‘flipped reality’ device to offer an alternative perspective by 
‘quoting’ the boss of the Employers Association who reasons, “Often [men are] just 
as capable as women. However, at no point do they actually create new workers. 
Women do. They make whole new human beings. Wages and salaries need to reflect 
that” (2013). 
It is clear, then, that there are countless examples in contemporary media 
where ‘flipped realities’ are employed, or at least implied, to invite fresh perspectives 
on gender, race and sexuality. From now, I will limit my explorations to those 
instances where it is screenworks that are set in such alternate – flipped – realities.  I 
will first give an overview of how this device is used to forefront other marginalised 
perspectives before focusing my attentions on the gendered perspectives – especially 
in comedies – at the centre of my inquiry. In this way I position my screenwriting 
discoveries by giving wider context to the techniques that emerged from my creative 
practice, which was on the basis of the initial research outlined in Part One.  
 In terms of queer perspectives, the feature film drama Love Is All You Need? 
(2016), written and directed by Kim Rocco Shields, tells “a classic love story in an 
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upside-down world where same-sex couples are the norm and heterosexual couples 
are bullied” (Petryszyn 2016). Likewise, the web series Gaytown (2008), written by 
and starring Owen Benjamin, uses ‘flipped reality’ to explore similar themes by 
portraying the lone, straight lead character as a minority, praised by online fans as 
doing “a wonderful job of showing up prejudices for the ignorant concoctions they are 
by removing them from the expected contexts and inverting them” (aussiemoose 
2011). Almost Normal (Moody 2005) is a comedy feature using the same ‘flipped 
reality’ strategy to reverse the binary hierarchy of ‘gay’ and ‘straight’, but in a way 
that (through the catalyst of a car accident) travels from the default world, to the 
alternate reality, and back again. 
 The indigenous perspective is forefronted by Geoffrey Atherden who employs 
a ‘flipped reality’ for his screenplay Babakiueria (1986), directed for the ABC by 
Don Featherstone, and set in a world where white actors play Indigenous Australians 
at the mercy of oblivious Aboriginal colonisers. The feature film White Man’s Burden 
(Nakano 1995) casts the USA through the same racially overturned lens.   
The earliest screenplay example of gendered ‘flipped reality’ I have 
discovered is the 1920 comedy short Her First Flame.  Referenced briefly in a chapter 
by gender and comedy scholar Kristen Anderson Wagner (2013, pp. 51-2), little 
further information is available about the film, which “is set in the futuristic world of 
1950 when women and men have exchanged roles with, as a title card tells us, ‘the 
women earning the bacon while the men take care of the offsprings [sic]’” (2013, p. 
51). An anonymous contributor to the Internet Movie Database website (IMDb), adds 
that “women have taken over men’s jobs and have become the aggressors in romantic 
situations”. The lone user comment on the listing describes the narrative device as a 
“sex inversion premise” (Mozjoukine 2014). It is an example of alternate reality 
narratives more broadly that make use of the futuristic, or incorporate time travel.  
However this is only sometimes the conceit by which a narrative justifies a ‘flipped 
reality’. 
More recent examples of ‘flipped reality’ screenworks interested in gender are 
the short film Oppressed Majority (Pourriat 2010) and the feature Jacky in the 
Kingdom of Women (Sattouf 2014), both of which depict a gender-reverse world as if 
it were status quo (without the justifying conventions of magic, wish making or time 
travel) and grimly portray an underclass of men suffering daily sexism.   
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An example of the gendered, comedy ‘flipped realities’ that this section most 
keenly seeks to explore is Australian web series She’s the Minister for Men (Anning 
& Killeen 2015). Casting broadcaster Gretel Killeen in the role of a newly appointed 
female minister for men within a predominantly female parliament, and launched as 
part of the annual All About Women event at the Sydney Opera House, the four part 
online series responds explicitly to the 2013 self-appointment of then Prime Minister 
Tony Abbott as the Minister for Women.   
In her sketch show Inside Amy Schumer (Schumer & Powell 2013), the 
comedian of the title is, arguably, most strongly associated with comedic premises 
that challenge gender expectations. Schumer and her writing team employ the ‘flipped 
reality’ device in the sketch Lunch at O’Nutters (2013), set in a restaurant reminiscent 
of the international franchise Hooters, famous for its skimpily clad female servers.  
The fictional O’Nutters is instead aimed at (straight) women, with male servers 
dressed in uniforms designed to accentuate their testicles. In the sketch, two female 
characters openly gape at their server’s groin as encouraged by his rhetoric and the 
very premise of the restaurant. This is all to the wary chagrin of their male companion 
who embraces the restaurant’s theme only after being persuaded to jump into a ‘wet 
nuts contest’ and dance on the bar.  
Being a Man in the Workplace (2016) a comedy sketch distributed by 
behemoth online media producer Buzzfeed (via its BuzzfeedYellow YouTube 
channel), uses the ‘knock to the head’ device to transport a man to a ‘flipped reality’ 
world where women hold a subtle balance of power, in a workplace apparently 
producing similar content to Buzzfeed itself. The character finds himself excluded 
from interesting assignments and decision-making, and suffers at the hands female 
colleagues and superiors who unite to undermine his attempts to elevate his own 
status, or those of the male characters in the work they all create. 
What these last three examples have in common, aside from the intended 
messages and themes carried by the ‘flipped realities’, is that intrinsic to their scripted 
mechanics is the knowledge that comedy and perspective are already inherently 
linked in terms of the question, ‘who sees?’  Therefore it may follow, as I have 
argued, that the funny, female perspective is a particularly marginalised one, given the 
variables. When considering what Kaplan calls the comic ‘non-hero’, it is notable that 
one important aspect to their character is that “The more they ‘don’t know’ the more 
vulnerable they are, and therefore more comic” (2013, p. 94). With binary post-
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Enlightenment thinking (from which western mainstream cultural thought derives) 
already attributing unknowing and vulnerability to women, such behaviour may not 
necessarily be recognised or received as a departure. So in considering the previous 
references to She’s the Minister For Men (2015), Lunch at O’Nutters (2013) and 
Being a Man in the Workplace (2016), it may follow that comedy, screenwriting and 
feminisms may intersect in projects interested in exposing how power “habitually 
passes itself off as embodied in the normal as opposed to superior” (Dyer 2002, p. 
142). This, I believe, explains the appeal of the ‘flipped reality’ device in a practice 
(screenwriting) that may not necessarily so easily facilitate a sense of perspective – 
especially female perspectives. 
 From a creative practice research standpoint, it is notable that several 
strategies employed by the ‘flipped reality’ device (whether for screen or otherwise) 
intersect with screenwriting approaches. For instance, to create a screenplay means 
first creating a compelling world, one with “its own innate dramatic potential” (Batty 
2012, p. 45). Batty elaborates by proposing the option that “The protagonist will 
belong to a specific world, then is likely to be transported to another world, either 
literally or metaphorically” (2012, p. 47). Likewise, the comic premise recommended 
by Kaplan for comedy screenplays “is a lie that imagines an impossible or improbable 
world that could never happen, but what would happen next?” (2013, p. 219) – a 
description that could just as easily be applied to the ‘flipped reality’ premises 
underpinning any number of examples, from memoir to fictitious Twitter profiles. 
Funny/Peculiar sometimes returns from this ‘impossible’, ‘subjunctive’ world to the 
‘indicative’ world and, as such, contains two versions of the protagonist – when Fran 
wakes up in her alternate reality, she has replaced the version of herself that we come 
to understand has traveled to her own ‘flipped reality’. Giglio writes of the seventh 
sequence in the three-act structure, “on an emotionally thematic level the protagonist 
is being ripped into two people” (2012, p. 182). Clearly, Giglio is writing figuratively 
(and, again, from a male perspective): “Is he the ‘he’ he was before? Or, is he going 
to become this new better person?” (2012, p. 182), nevertheless, I have explored this 
quite literally (with my female protagonist/s) having two Frans operating under the 
‘ticking clock’.   
However, while there might be some parallels to draw between ‘flipped 
realities’ more broadly and screenwriting practice specifically, as previously 
discussed there are several elements of screenwriting orthodoxy that are a challenge 
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for writing perspective. For example, “Devices such as authorial comment and 
internal monologue are held to give the reader access to a character’s ‘interiority’ in a 
way closed to […] film” (Dyer 2007, p. 106). Part One discussed the other 
conventions traditionally unavailable to the screenwriter, and how the obstacles for 
writing perspective into screenplays start adding up, thus leaving the point-of-view 
vulnerable to a default (male) perspective which may be assumed, given the possible 
pitfalls of the dominant models.  
Both related and additional to this question of different perspectives, is the 
potential resistance to their explorations. So while a screenwork might be interested in 
“the foregrounding of the inner life of the female characters […], the positioning of 
the female point-of-view and the invitation to share it” (Bolton 2011, p. 6), this 
project can be challenging for a screenplay. The appeal of the ‘flipped reality’ 
narrative then, would seem to have something to do with the ‘invitation to share’ a 
perspective, within a form (screenwriting) where the orthodoxy may even seem to 
resist such an endeavour. For instance, of the previously mentioned Love Is All You 
Need (2016) a review points out that “flipping the sexuality norm [means] the 
heterosexual audience is now watching themselves” (Petryszyn 2016). Using the 
‘flipped reality’ is how the screenwriter ‘positioned’ a marginalised point-of-view. 
It is useful to briefly consider the ‘flipped reality’ device in the context of the 
Bakhtinian notion of the unruly body – particularly the embracing of lower body (as 
opposed to upper body) humour. Lunch at O’Nutters, for instance, provides a 
somewhat literal example of the cartwheel idea of the grotesque, reversing high and 
low sensibilities. We might say the device is figuratively inflected by carnivalesque 
traditions, which “celebrated temporary liberation from the prevailing truth and from 
the established order; [the carnival] marked the suspension of all hierarchical rank, 
privileges, norms” (Bakhtin 1984, p. 10). Frank Krutnik elaborates: “The liberation 
from order may have been temporary, but it nonetheless articulated alternative modes 
of social consciousness and popular imagining” (2013, p. 89). These ‘alternative 
modes of social consciousness’ are what a screenwriter might attempt to harness 
when trying to commit alternative perspectives to the page – although this is a lofty 
endeavour.   
What the use of a device such as ‘flipped reality’ has already built into its 
narrative is the implicit request to consider a particular view of the world. For 
example, in the case of an upturned gender hierarchy, putting male characters into 
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women’s proverbial shoes. This serves to address the fact that “in a sexist society both 
presences and absences may not be immediately discernible to the ordinary spectator, 
if only because certain representations appear to be quite ordinary and obvious” and 
contribute to ways to make “visible the invisible” (Kuhn 1994, p. 71) through creative 
practice. But this device is not without its limitations. Writing about the Lunch at 
O’Nutters sketch, Arielle Bernstein wrote (2014): 
 
One of the biggest problems with this and other similarly minded ‘gender 
swaps’ is their suggestion that, in order to level the playing field, we should 
allow women the opportunity to demean and objectify men.  
 
In the same piece she also asked, “Is revenge a meaningful reaction to the 
pervasiveness of misogyny in popular culture?” (2014). One could argue that 
Schumer and her writing team are not so much otherising men as subscribing to 
King’s earlier suggestion that comedy can be subversive by questioning the norms 
from which it departs (2002, p. 8), and I would argue that ‘gender swap’ is an 
inadequate definition. However, it is worth considering the purchase these narratives 
have in essentialist and binary notions of gender. Curiously, they have something in 
common with mainstream romantic comedies in that they trade in ideas of what 
women and men are ‘like’. As with any narrative proposition, at the heart of gendered 
‘flipped reality’ narratives is the question what if? But while on the one hand we have 
Gloria Steinem’s essay which asks ‘what if men could menstruate?’ (1978, p. 41), we 
do on the other have any amount of online offerings which, while in and of 
themselves are perfectly legitimate contributions to the internet, do not necessarily 
question the values of the norms from which, for comedic purposes, they depart. The 
aforementioned BuzzFeedYellow YouTube channel features such uploads as If Geek 
Girls Acted Like Geek Guys, If Music Geek Girls Acted Like Music Geek Guys, and If 
Gamer Girls Acted Like Gamer Guys. Also on YouTube, and elsewhere, can be found 
web series such as The Flip Side (Diaz et al. 2013) and Role Reversal (Jo & Kwan 
2011), the premise of the latter described by a reviewer as “dudes are afraid of bugs 
and flirt their way out of trouble” (Golden 2013). As outlined earlier, defining and 
analysing such devices in screenwriting practice may facilitate deeper understandings 
of their mechanics. This might include identifying useful ‘what if?’ questions. For 
instance, creating the flipped-reality in Funny/Peculiar meant identifying a central 
question, from options such as ‘what if the world was run by women?’ or ‘what if 
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women’s privilege was the unquestioned norm?’ These are two very different 
questions, and there are many others. They all make for very different story worlds.  
An example of when the ‘what if?’ question of the ‘flipped reality’ becomes 
confused is in the very recent (at the time of writing) video, entitled Why Aren’t Men 
Funny?, released by People magazine through their website. Assembling a cast of 
women from the latest list of Emmy nominations for performances in comedies, 
People is playful with questions around women’s attractiveness and funniness (that is 
to say, whether these qualities are mutually exclusive) by including cutaway of the 
interviewees applying cosmetics in glamorous dressing room settings. The piece, for 
the most part, seems to be grounded by a ‘what if?’ question informed by a politics of 
difference: what if men’s attributes were deemed counter to an innate ability to be 
funny? For example, Samantha Bee deadpans: “it’s hard for me to see them as funny 
because I see men as so sexual, because when I see their bodies it’s all out there, for 
me, like a banquet, so it’s hard for me to focus on the jokes” (Green & Gomez 2016). 
Bee is almost certainly playing with those same prejudices experienced by women in 
the world as we know it, but by twisting the logic to base this bias specifically on 
male anatomy.  
Sometimes, however, the piece appears to be framing the ‘Why Aren’t Men 
Funny’ question of the embedded video title within a different, almost oppositional, 
‘what if?’ question, namely ‘what if women’s assumed traits were attributed to men?’  
For instance, shrillness is assumed to be a male gendered quality and men’s inability 
to be funny is twice critiqued on that basis, complete with a high-pitched 
impersonation by Tracee Ellis Ross (Green & Gomez 2016). Although clearly 
objecting to the fact that ‘shrillness’ is considered, problematically, an exclusively 
female gendered – and always negative – trait, to satirise its application by 
transferring it to men, does not answer the ‘what if?’ of the first question (which 
would require, for instance, selecting an assumed physiological aspect of men’s 
voices and presenting it as an obstacle to men’s funniness). So while the ‘flipped 
reality’ of this video is consistent with the aspect of this device that offers alternate 
perspectives through which to unsettle existing ones, sex and gender become 
conflated within a variety of subtly different ‘what if?’ questions.  
As this section draws to a close, I call on Bolton again, who suggests of film 
(although she does not reference screenwriting in particular or by name) that the key 
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to making visible erstwhile invisible female perspectives might lie in finding ways to 
portray women’s interiority (2011, p. 3):   
 
through a feminization of the language and space of the films – also through 
the acknowledgement of a woman’s history, so that the life of a woman is 
more fully represented, rather that as a sketch or an abstraction.  In this mode 
of film it appears that the spectator is privy to the interiority of the female 
characters. 
 
 
Bolton proposes taking inspiration for this depiction of interiority (which is not 
available to screenwriters in the same way it is for, say, novelists) from the strategies 
of Luce Irigaray, who she believes “calls into question what it means to speak as a 
woman, and indeed to think as a woman – to conceive of oneself and to relate with 
the other” (2011, p. 4). I suggest that the ‘flipped reality’ device facilitates a 
perspective by which one can both ‘conceive of oneself and relate with the other’, and 
is offered as a starting point from which to experiment with different ways of setting 
perspective to the page and, ultimately, the screen (as I discovered through the 
process of writing Funny/Peculiar and coming to understand the specificities of this 
narrative technique). Moreover, it is a device that has intersecting strategies with 
comedy, whereby “the very process of laughter shakes viewers, listeners, readers out 
of complacency and passivity about what passes for the norm” (Mizejewski 2014, p. 
214). 
As actor Meryl Streep explains, “It’s very hard for [men] to put themselves in 
the shoes of a female protagonist. And this is known to the studios. They know it's the 
toughest suit of clothes to wear” (cited in Moran, R 2015). Actor and director Jodie 
Foster has similarly expressed that while “Women are used to putting themselves in 
other people’s bodies”, male directors, for instance, are “unable to make the 
transition” (cited in Erbland 2016). What the ‘flipped reality’ device offers 
screenwriters is the opportunity to “set up a different viewing experience for the 
spectator (female and male), and offer the possibility of an engagement with a female 
character’s point-of-view within a narrative” (Bolton 2011, p. 13). The ‘flipped 
reality’ narrative device has demonstrated potential to offer this engagement with 
screenplay content. The next step is to examine how this might be achieved within the 
screenplay form.  
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Point-of-You 
 
STONER ANNIE 
Are you from another planet? 
 
YOU 
(miserable) 
I don’t know. 
 
MEGAN 
She’s not from another planet, Annie. 
 
As McKee notes, “We write screenplays in the present tense because, unlike the 
novel, film is on the knife edge of the now […] the screen expresses relentless action” 
(1997, p. 395). His observation contributes to discussions around the convention for 
the tense of screenplay action, but the standardisation of the scene text’s point-of-view 
(third person) is something that screenwriting discourse largely assumes, aside from 
assertions that the first person plural be avoided, for reasons including “‘We see’ 
injects an image of the crew looking through the lens and shatters the script reader’s 
vision of the film” (McKee 1997, p. 357). In this final section, I discuss my 
experiments with the strategy I am calling Point-of-You, which enlists the second 
person present as a way of fusing the protagonist’s perspective into the pages of the 
screenplay. Testing this intervention on my own completed screenplay – making what 
I am calling a ‘Point-of-You pass’ – responded to the second part of my original 
research question, being “How might a female protagonist’s perspective be written 
into the pages of a comedy screenplay, considering both content and form?” This 
section discusses the arising insights, using excerpts from this ‘pass’ as illustrative 
examples. I should be clear that the full Point-of-You version of the screenplay is not 
included as part of this document, because the work of this experiment is ably 
represented by those chosen excerpts. It is worth noting, however, that the draft of 
Funny/Peculiar presented in Part Two is very much informed by the ‘Point-of-You 
pass’, in that the insights arising from this exercise inspired one of the screenplay’s 
many revisions. This directly reflects the fact that the Point-of-You experiment proved 
to offer much to the script development of traditional (third person scene text) 
screenplays, as well as presenting possibilities for consideration of Point-of-You as a 
form in its own right.   
In presenting these edited second person examples from Funny/Peculiar, I will 
explain how this innovation emerged from working with the ‘flipped reality’ narrative 
 198 
device, as part of my search to understand how the device could be mined for ways to 
encourage the occupying of alternative perspectives outside of the ‘flipped reality’ 
narrative. I will discuss in detail the insights arising from the exercise for both the 
second person and conventional third person writing of scene text. I will then 
conclude the section with my findings that suggest, for certain screenplays, the Point-
of-You approach is viable, and that for screenwriting and script development practices 
more broadly, the Point-of-You intervention may be a useful exercise to identify 
where perspective can be further honed over the screenplay as a whole, or in isolated 
point-of-view sequences. This experiment is the culmination of the research of this 
creative practice research, making literal Robert Vincs’ observation: “When the artist-
researcher is the observer to both the creative process and the artefact of their making, 
there needs to be a time for unrestricted documentation, contemplation and 
playfulness with points-of-view” (2014, p. 360).   
 Screenwriter Paul Schrader has suggested that screenplays “are invitations to 
others to collaborate on a work of art” (Hamilton 1990, p. ix) and so perhaps “The use 
of the ambiguous signifier ‘you’ [may] compel the reader to become complicit in the 
meaning-making process” (Watkins 2015).  Point-of-You might be for screenwriting 
practice what MacDougall’s ‘Implication’ (more on this shortly) offers screen 
production when considering (1998, p 102): 
 
Implication is the mode that involves the viewer in the process of lived 
experience. It is the method of much fictional narrative, and of “classical” 
Hollywood film editing.  [It allies] the viewer to the perspectives of specific 
[characters], saying in effect “You also are experiencing this.  
 
In other words, this experiment asks whether the use of the second person will oblige 
those reading the screenplay (especially those reading it for the purposes of 
contributing to making the film) to inhabit the perspective of the protagonist. In 
asking this question, it becomes clear already that this strategy has a limited 
application. It would be a futile exercise for an ensemble piece with multiple 
protagonists, for example, and difficult if not impossible in screenplays developed 
with parallel or tandem narratives. Moreover, even a conventional structure (in the 
linear, Classical Hollywood Narrative sense) might be told from an omniscient point 
of view, one that “lets the audience in on information that the protagonist couldn’t 
know [whereby] Instead of identifying totally with one character, we see other 
 199 
elements of the story” (Seger 1994, pp. 90-1). Discussing point-of-view, Seger (1994, 
p. 90) identifies the screenplay type to which Funny/Peculiar conforms, like countless 
others developed within familiar mainstream models: 
 
Many films want you to identify wholeheartedly with a particular character.  
You only know what the character knows. Every scene contains that character, 
and you are seeing the story though the character’s eyes.  
  
As I have argued, even screenplays with this intention can lose this sense of 
protagonal perspective, especially in script development processes, when the 
protagonist is representative of a marginalised group. Dancyger and Rush suggest,  
“To establish the audience’s identification with the main character, the writer can 
either create sympathy for the main character or present the vulnerable side of that 
character, to invite empathy (2007, p. 185). The ‘Point-of-You’ experiment is one of 
intensifying that sense of subjective identification by using the second person pronoun 
– a departure from the standard practice of writing the third person narrative point of 
view – to ensure that “The protagonist is the person whose head we are inside, whose 
shoes we are in and with whom we identify” (Aronson 2010, p. 79). And, with it 
being the funny, female perspective inspiring this experimentation, it may be 
important to consider those observations that suggest empathy is the most important 
thing in comedy (see, just for instance, Gervais 2009). 
Of filmmaking, MacDougall argues that perspective “be most usefully 
understood as an emphasis placed variously on first-person testimony, second-person 
implication. And third-person exposition” (1998, p. 101) (emphases in original). He 
uses examples such as direct-address to camera (for testimony) and “the activities of 
others studied from a certain distance” (for exposition) (1998, p. 101). Useful for my 
purposes is his description of what he calls “the ‘you’ of implication” which is “the 
viewer being drawn into the film experientially, through devices such as 
shot/countershot” (1998, p. 101). As argued, the filmic devices for increased 
subjectivity are unavailable at the screenwriting end, due to the various conventions 
that dictate, for example, the camera not be mentioned by name. In this way, the 
Point-of-You intervention might be considered a way to ‘implicate’ the reader by 
similar means to the devices to which MacDougall refers. Indeed, as Grenville notes 
of the use of second-person in prose, “There can be an overpowering intimacy about 
second-person writing” which she warns “can force you to identify with a character 
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you feel very much at odds with” (1990, p. 62). While this might imply proceeding 
with caution on the second-person narrative point-of-view, it also suggests this may 
be a potent tool with which to wrestle marginal perspectives to the forefront. 
 The impulse for experimenting with Point-of-You derived from working 
intensively with the ‘flipped reality’ narrative device. I wanted to mine it for 
perspectival possibilities outside of the alternative reality universe and perhaps 
contribute something new to Sternberg’s previously discussed perspectivemes. The 
‘flipped reality’ has been discussed at length, particularly in the previous section, and 
it is clear that what it offers is an opportunity (as noted of the aligned but different 
device of the role-switching masquerade plot) to see “the protagonist in the shoes of 
someone who doesn’t share his or her values about the same subject” (Duncan 2008, 
p. 147). It became apparent that the question asked of the reader by a community of 
practice working with ‘flipped reality’ is: “what if it were you?”  As previously noted, 
I had mentally subtitled the ‘flipped reality’ as the ‘how-you-like-it?’ device (from 
Sykes). For screenwriting in particular, the question might serve to inform potentially 
biased processes of script development. I wanted to understand what it means to truly 
inhabit the protagonist’s perspective using screenwriting form (as well as content), 
and it seemed clear the answer lived somewhere in the scene text. From here grew the 
idea to harness this notion of the ‘you’ by switching from third to second person 
narrative point of view.  
 Embarking on this exercise with a screenplay already drafted (further 
explorations beyond the PhD will examine the possibilities when Point-of-You is 
employed from the start), my first concern was that the intervention would amount to 
little more than an edit of personal pronouns. My approach quickly became 
improvisational – to rewrite the scene text without pre-planning or evaluating, to use 
the very practice of the exercise to make whatever discoveries might be available, 
accepting these may be few.  What I first learned was that the exercise itself informed 
changes to the scene text of the original draft; in other words, it gave me insights into 
how scene text can aid perspective even when still using the third person point-of-
view. I will elaborate further on these shortly, but will first detail my observations 
from ‘translating’ a screenplay from third to second person. 
 It soon became apparent that there were decisions to be made regarding how 
the ‘you’ would be deployed, firstly in consideration of how to refer to ‘you’ in the 
scene text. “YOU”?  
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 Excerpt 1: 
  
EXT. TRAM STOP/INT. TRAM – LATER 
 
TITLES OVER: 
 
Music: Seven Day Fool - Etta James 
 
The tram arrives, wrapped in radio advertising. MEGAN jumps in.  
YOU take a couple of final drags on your ciggy. 
   
Male radio announcers smile at you from the side of the tram.  
Baz and Crabbo. Farnsey and Fergo. Smutz and Gubbo. YOU stub 
out your fag.  Then, thinking twice before discarding, put it 
half-smoked back in the pack. 
 
YOU touch on. MEGAN’s perched on a single seat. 
   
YOU look at your options. Several MEN take up two seats with 
man-spread. None look up from their devices. 
 
YOU take hold of a hand rail. Look up at an ad promising a 
bikini body in six weeks. 
 
Or “you (FRAN)”?   
 
 Excerpt 2: 
 
INT. RECEPTION CENTRE – CONTINUOUS 
 
The bridal march plays. 
 
You (FRAN) and MEGAN make your entrance, passing a sign:  
 
LARFALOUD DINNER THEATRE WELCOMES COOLAROO HARDWARE! 
SERVERS slap down grey-looking entrees. 
  
You (FRAN) and MEGAN ham up the classic step-together, step-
together down an aisle between the tables, heading toward - 
 
It seemed unnecessary (and unsustainable) to keep parenthesising the protagonist’s 
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name after each instance of ‘you’. It also detracted from the potential of ‘you’ to 
implicate the reader. Which then led me to ask: Should the character headings remain 
FRAN or become YOU? 
 
Excerpt 3: 
 
MEGAN 
(breaking bad news) 
 Sorry, mate. 
 
YOU 
(shocked) 
 But they loved me! 
 
MEGAN 
 I told you. The brides can’t be funnier than Ross. 
 
YOU 
 Then why did he hire a comedian? 
 
MEGAN 
 Well, technically he didn’t. 
 
 With a sympathetic shrug, MEGAN tucks into her parma. 
 
YOU 
 Can I change my mind about the free feed, then? 
 
To continue to use FRAN as a character heading proved to undermine the use of the 
second person in the action. It became obvious that all of the scene text as Sternberg 
terms it – referring to everything that is not dialogue  – would be part of the Point-of-
You, including slug lines:  
 
Excerpt 4: 
 
 EXT. YOUR DAD’S - THE NEXT DAY 
 
A small, overgrown yard. You hang some greying white  Y-fronts 
and singlets on a rickety line. 
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 INT. YOUR DAD’S - DAY 
 
DAVE, late-sixties and looking every day of it, rolls a smoke 
in his dark, dingy little kitchen. You enter with the empty 
washing basket. 
 
DAVE 
My list’s on the fridge, love. 
 
 You don’t look. You know what’s on it. 
 
Quite quickly, a decision was made not to capitalise the character name ‘You’ in the 
action (see, for instance, how it has changed between Excerpts 1 and 4). The practice 
of capitalising characters in the action is usually dependent on the screenwriter’s 
preference, or the house style of her client or employer. For instance, sometimes a 
character’s name will only be rendered in capital letters the first time they appear, 
other times (as is the case with my training) it will be consistent throughout the 
screenplay, for ease of identifying the actors required for each scene from a 
scheduler’s perspective. My decision to return the ‘You’ to lower case in the action 
(while maintaining capital letters for the other characters) was at first instinctual (as 
per the improvisational nature of my method), a spontaneous response to a feeling of 
unease around how the capitalised word YOU looked on the page. In later considering 
this aversion, I wondered if it was aligned with Grenville’s concerns: “Using second 
person is a challenge. It’s very limited in knowledge, and over an extended piece it’s 
unsettling for the reader. It can start to sound rather bullying” (1990, p. 62).    
Ultimately, I believe I was responding to one of Grenville’s previously noted 
observations, that of the ‘overpowering intimacy’ of second person writing. If 
persuading the reader to temporarily step into the protagonist’s subjectivity, the 
invitation feels less effective as a shout, compared to the potency of a whisper.  
Furthermore, the differentiation of the lower case ‘you’ among the upper case 
supporting CHARACTERS reflects the separation inherent in our individual 
perspectives. As Field suggests, of understanding character, “What separates us from 
everyone else is our POINT OF VIEW – how we view the world.  Every person has a 
point of view. CHARACTER IS A POINT OF VIEW – it is the way we look at the 
world. It is a context” (2003, p. 61) (emphases in original). It is this sense of ‘context’, 
as well as a sense of intimacy, that has inspired me to differentiate the ‘you’ via 
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choice of case.   
 One cannot work with the Point-of-You intervention for too long before 
coming to an inevitable obstacle: how to continue the practice within scenes where 
you (the protagonist) are absent? Although you (Fran) are in nearly every scene of 
Funny/Peculiar, the few scenes in which you do not appear gave me some scope for 
experimentation, and I discovered there was no blanket policy that could be 
consistently applied. For instance, the very first scene of the screenplay establishes a 
sense of the wider world of the ‘wedding’ (contributing to the page two ‘reveal’), and 
in leading directly as it does to the second scene – arguably, apart from the change of 
location, all part of the same ‘scene’, at least conceptually – I felt no compulsion to 
allow for the second person perspective until we meet you:  
 
Excerpt 5: 
 
 INT. RECEPTION CENTRE – NIGHT 
 
A crowd of eager GUESTS gather in a foyer, drinking cheap 
bubbles. Each their own version of dressed-for-the-wedding. 
   
 INT. BACK ROOM – NIGHT 
 
You are the bride. You face your heavily made-up self in the 
mirror.   
 
You are FRAN, forty-plus, unremarkable looking in the 
conventional sense but with features that some find striking.  
You don’t. Not right now especially. 
   
You try to rip off the veil. A picture-perfect  bridesmaid, 
MEGAN, rushes to your side. 
 
MEGAN 
 Fran! 
 
 The veil elastic snaps painfully at your forehead. 
 
In other instances, I discovered even scenes where you are not there (or, in the case of 
the following example, not there yet), can be written from your perspective: 
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Excerpt 6: 
 
 INT. YOUR SHARE HOUSE - LATER 
  
 Meanwhile, where you live, it’s business as usual. 
 
Marijuana and papers on the coffee table. A roach in  the 
ashtray.  On the couch is PAUL - early 40s. You’ve conceded 
he’s quite good looking in an aging roadie kind of way. Right 
now, no surprise, he’s stoned and watching a leaders’ debate on 
TV. 
    
CANDIDATE 1 
 And that’s why we’re committed to increasing the mining 
 tax. 
  
CANDIDATE 2 
 Yet you said exactly the opposite two weeks ago to the 
 miner’s union. 
  
CANDIDATE 1 
(caught) 
 No, well, that was - look, put it this way, I d-d-d- 
 CANDIDATE 1 lapses into an intelligible stutter. 
 
PAUL 
 Awk-ward. 
 
A giggle from the kitchen area. Reveal the heavy-set  and baby 
faced STONER ANNIE.   
  
 She’s making jaffles like it’s her life’s work. 
   
STONER ANNIE 
 Yeah, awk-ward! 
 
 She opens the fridge to grab condiments and closes it  again.  
 
On the fridge door are pictures of the housemates. You at a 
stand-up gig. A loved up pic of couple Paul and Megan.  A 
drunken selfie of all four of you. 
 
You and MEGAN enter with the wine. MEGAN grabs glasses. You 
brighten at the sight of the jaffles. 
 206 
 
YOU 
 Yes, please! 
 
In this way, I discovered the Point-of-You intervention was changing the way I wrote 
the action beyond the pronouns. To put it another way, I started wondering if using 
Point-of-You as an exercise only (although, I will also argue for its permanent 
application in certain cases), a screenwriter might discover new ways of writing the 
action as demanded by this constraint, that can remain intact when ‘returning’ to the 
third person perspective. An example from this last excerpt would be the way your 
house (or FRAN’s house) is described. The addition of a sentence such as, 
“Meanwhile, where you live, it’s business as usual” relates to the tone of the piece, 
but also keeps the perspective with the protagonist, even before you arrive.  When 
transposed to the conventional draft, it becomes “Meanwhile, where Fran lives, it’s 
business as usual”. This is a distinction that would not have occurred prior to 
experimenting with Point-of-You, yet has proved useful when a scene change could be 
perceived to shift the perspective to that of a new (male) character (who, as seen in 
that last excerpt, is now also described from your – or FRAN’s – point of view).  
 Working in this way, then, necessitates more conscious decision making 
around what you, the protagonist, knows and (more importantly) what you do not.  
This is arguably especially important for comedy, where it is the not knowing that is 
important for the protagonist. As Jacey believes, “Comedy is derived from the 
heroine’s blind spot, which generates a lot of internal and external complications” 
(Jacey 2010b, p. 171). Gervais (2009) would agree, as he has said of his seminal 
character from The Office (Gervais & Merchant 2001): 
 
The big thing about David Brent, why we laugh at or with David Brent is his 
blind spot, and it’s the difference between the way he sees himself and the 
way the rest of the world sees him - and it’s a chasm. 
 
This, of course, becomes especially pertinent for you (Fran), when you find yourself 
in a ‘flipped reality’ world where everyone but you sees you as the Prime Minister of 
Australia. In this way, you are forced to behave as the quintessential comic 
protagonist, if we subscribe to the theory that “In comedy, characters act on imperfect 
knowledge. So even if they think they know, they don’t know” (Kaplan 2013, p. 89). 
 207 
 Aside from the world in which you find yourself, there are many other times 
where the screenplay has taken away ‘knowing’ – and, it would seem, for good reason 
(Kaplan 2013, p. 85) (emphases in orginal): 
 
A basic fault that I find in comedies is that characters simply know too much 
[…] if he realized that he [sic] lack the skills to win, he’d [sic] quit or despair.  
So the  Non-Hero CAN’T KNOW.  The more he [sic] knows, the less comic 
he [sic] will be.  Knowing is a skill.  And when you create a character that has 
skills, you’ve created a Hero. 
 
For instance, you fail to notice that the man you want to employ you is competing 
with you in the first scenes of the screenplay. Here is how that played out using the 
Point-of-You: 
 
Excerpt 7 
 
 The groom - a life-sized cardboard cut-out of Prince Harry. 
   
And the Minister. This is ROSS, a portly, fifty-plus  veteran 
of dinner theatre. 
  
Harry’s on wheels. ROSS gives him a little nudge so that he 
rolls towards the tables. 
 
ROSS 
 Too late to do a runner, your Highness! 
 
You don’t see this, because all attention is on you -  dress 
deliberately left wide open at the back. Big laughs. You flash 
your crooked smile demurely. 
    
 ROSS looks for his next gag - and finds it.  
 
ROSS (CONT’D) 
 Ladies and gentlemen - 
(points) 
 - the father of the groom! 
   
 Reveal a BIG-EARED MAN in the crowd. His mates crack  up. 
   
 You see the BIG-EARED MAN’s embarrassment. So you rush 
 straight past him to a DRUNK RED-HAIRED LARRIKIN. 
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YOU 
 Major James Hewitt! 
 
 Everyone’s delighted, including ‘James’. 
 
YOU (CONT’D) 
 Can I call ya Dad, Dad? 
 
 Huge laughs from the crowd. Relief from the BIG-EARED  MAN. 
   
ROSS smiles through gritted teeth, but you’re oblivious. On a 
roll. 
 
Or, for another small, but important example:   
 
Excerpt  8: 
 
AMY dumps the newspapers. You don’t see your photo on  the front 
page. AMY punches a call into her mobile. 
 
Again, it was the Point-of-You intervention that forced the acknowledgment of these 
moments of ‘not knowing’. Otherwise, there is a tendency for the third person 
perspective to be omniscient – an acknowledgement of all the knowledge the 
audience is being supplied with, what they see – a reasonable and often intentional 
method of writing the action, but not necessarily conducive to a specificity of 
protagonal perspective. I will elaborate further on the third person insights gleaned 
from the second person application shortly, but for now I will continue with a few 
further examples of the relationship between Point-of-You and what is known (or not) 
by you, the protagonist. 
 When Megan is first seen out of her bridesmaid’s costume, this is a reveal for 
the audience, not for you as someone who knows Megan well (a fact I have to 
establish). It became clear, as I have noted, that when using the second person, 
rewriting must occur to acknowledge what you do and do not know, otherwise the 
action reads oddly at best, and becomes nonsensical at worst. For this reason alone, 
we might consider it a useful exercise. Here are the amendments I made to a situation 
where it should be clear you know something that the audience does not: 
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Excerpt 9: 
 
 INT. BACK ROOM - LATER 
 
You’re back in your regular clothes - revealing an op  shop 
dress sense that you’re keenly aware skates a fine line between 
shabby chic and just plain daggy. You wipe off your make-up, on 
a high. 
 
MEGAN enters, with a chicken parma and chips, back to  the look 
you’re familiar with. Out of costume, MEGAN’s pretty face is 
offset by a semi-shaved dyed haircut and a recently reinserted 
nose ring.   
 
Similarly, there are times when you and the audience have different pieces of 
information. As in when, for example, they see someone, but do not yet know who it 
is. You do not yet see the person, but you do know who they are.  The second person 
is unable to facilitate this as smoothly as the third, but it does then force the issue of 
perspective: 
 
Excerpt 10: 
 
Unseen by you, a limp little man with a cashbox moves  through 
the tables. He winces at this joke. You know him as DON who 
runs the room. 
 
YOU (CONT’D) 
You’ve been lovely, I’ve been sober, and it’s definitely time 
to do something about that - good night! 
 
 APPLAUSE as you leave the stage, crossing with LES. 
 
LES 
Fran Wandsworth, ladies and gentlemen or - as we call  her 
backstage; your fourth back-up if you haven’t scored by the end 
of the night!  
   
 Ignoring LES you head to the bar. You’re stopped by DON. 
 
DON 
 Nice set. 
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This last piece of scene text (‘You’re stopped by Don’) also highlights when this 
exercise must necessarily remember its prose is part of a screenplay. By this I mean, 
though I am making you the direct object of an intransitive verb performed by Don, 
you are the character changed by this action, which is part of your role as protagonist.  
Likewise, by using the passive voice (rather than the active ‘Don stops you’), I am 
keeping the camera, and thus the perspective, with you, as opposed to Don. This 
raises further questions (to be explored further to this research) around voice and verb 
use when it comes to writing perspective.  
 When using the second person, gaps in perception are more readily exposed. It 
becomes tempting to add details of perspective. These feel less like a breach of 
convention (in terms of writing a character’s interiority) when using the pronoun you.  
In fact, without these details and reactions, in the second person, the action sometimes 
feels incomplete. Much of this can then be applied to the original, conventional draft 
as a way of clarifying perspective. In this next excerpt, that additional detail has been 
underscored, and also incorporates an example of when your perspective continues 
even after you have left: 
 
Excerpt 11: 
 
LES 
 What the fuck would you know about it? 
 
 Beat.  This hurts. 
 
YOU 
 I’m going for a smoke. 
 
 You leave.  As you’d expect, MEGAN comes to your rescue. 
 
LES 
 What? 
 
MEGAN 
 Her stepfather killed her mum. Happy now? 
 
Similarly, when you are with your dad, you are less verbose than you are with your 
friends.  It seemed to become necessary to be clear about your silences. 
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Excerpt 12: 
 
 You rinse a grimy cloth from the sink. 
 
DAVE 
 Go on, put the jug on.  We’ll have a smoke. 
 
YOU 
 I’m trying to quit. 
 
DAVE 
 Yeah, me too. 
 
 He lights up.  You look at the list. 
 
YOU 
 Two each way on ‘Cracking Jenny’? 
 
DAVE 
 Won her last two starts and still paying three forty. 
 
You can’t respond. You wipe the windowsill, picking up 
knickknacks one by one. 
 
DAVE (CONT’D) 
 You all right, love? 
 
YOU 
 I’m fine. 
 
DAVE 
 You don’t like me betting on horses called Jenny. 
 
 He’s right. 
 
YOU 
 It’s okay. It’s just a name.   
 
Later, in the ‘flipped reality’ where your mum is alive, it felt right in the context of 
the second person to describe your reaction from your point-of-view. So, where the 
original, conventional screenplay used phrases like ‘Fran pales’ or ‘Fran looks ready 
to faint’, the Point-of-You pass made these adjustments: 
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Excerpt 13 
 
AMY 
 Also, your mother called. 
 
 Your stomach lurches. 
 
YOU 
 My mother? 
 
 You’re shaking.  
  
YOU (CONT’D) 
(to AMY) 
 My mother’s dead. 
 
 AMY reads the message. 
 
AMY 
 Not of one o’clock this afternoon, she isn’t. 
   
 A beat. You’re ready to faint. 
 
YOU 
 Take me to her. 
 
In many other subtle ways, the imposing of the second person point-of-you upon the 
action initiated a clarification of perspective. For instance, the sentence “FRAN and 
MIKE share a smile” does not translate directly to the slightly awkward “You and 
MIKE share a smile”. Instead, I would amend the flow to write “You share a smile 
with Mike”. This serves to make the moment more explicitly yours (which, in the 
context of the scene, it is – you are the one who has changed as a result of the action 
that initiated the smile). This is another example of when a small rewrite like this can 
travel back to the original draft. FRAN shares a smile with MIKE makes for a slightly 
different moment, and assists in forging that consistent perspective for the 
protagonist. 
 There are limitations to the application of Point-of-You and one is the fact that, 
as Cleary notes, “the protagonist of the sequence [is] usually the protagonist of the 
story but it doesn’t have to be” (2013b). It is rarely the case in Funny/Peculiar that the 
 213 
protagonist changes with a new sequence (which might be as expected, as it was 
developed as an exploration of protagonal perspective), but there is one series of 
scenes where the perspective is Megan’s. You, in fact, are the comic reveal.   
 
Excerpt 14: 
 
 EXT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB - CONTINUOUS 
 
A poster advertises tonight’s line-up. Women’s names dominate 
the bill. Two token men near the bottom. 
 
 INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB THEATRE – CONTINUOUS 
 
You haven’t made it inside yet, to where a MALE  COMEDIAN is on 
stage. 
 
MALE COMEDIAN 
Meanwhile we’re in the middle of a woman drought and I’m ever 
closer to becoming one of those tragic, childless men. 
 
MEGAN sits watching with two colleagues, BEN and ROSIE. The 
MALE COMEDIAN continues under their conversation. 
 
BEN 
I’m sorry, even I can’t stand male comedians who just  go on and 
on about being men all the time. 
 
MEGAN 
 Come on, at least he hasn’t mentioned his penis. 
 
 But, on stage –  
 
MALE COMEDIAN 
 And of course I suffer from erectile dysfunction. 
 
 Some laughs, but a few groans.  BEN shakes his head,  pained. 
 
MALE COMEDIAN (CONT’D) 
If women had that problem, there’d be twenty cures flooding the 
market. 
 
ROSIE 
I did see a good male comic here once.  Really held his own 
with the women.  
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 INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB FOYER – CONTINUOUS 
 
You stare at the wall in awe. A gallery of club comics past and 
present, mostly women. 
 
EMCEE (V.O.) 
So we agreed that honesty’s very important in a relationship.  
Which was all fine until he came home and modeled his new push-
up undies. 
 
 INT. RED ROOM COMEDY CLUB THEATRE – LATER 
 
 The EMCEE (female) has taken the stage. 
 
EMCEE 
Here’s what I’ve learned - even if it’s true, never say you’ve 
seen bigger nuts on a Choc Top! 
 
A STAGE MANAGER enters and hands a note to the EMCEE. The EMCEE 
reads, and furrows in surprise. 
 
EMCEE (CONT’D) 
(to the STAGE MANAGER) 
 Is this legit? 
 
 The STAGE MANAGER nods and leaves. 
 
In the audience, MEGAN, ROSIE and BEN watch on curiously, along 
with the other PUNTERS. 
 
EMCEE (CONT’D) 
Okay.  Time for a very special guest.  You’ve seen her on TV, 
you’ve heard her on the radio - she only runs the bloody 
country! 
   
 MEGAN’s eyes widen - surely not. 
 
EMCEE (CONT’D) 
And apparently she’s always wanted to have a crack at comedy so 
please give a big Red Room welcome to the Prime Minister of 
Australia - the Right Honourable Fran Wandsworth!!! 
 
Applause as you take the stage. MEGAN claps along with the 
others, flummoxed by this turn of events. 
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YOU 
So remember when all those famous women were flashing  their 
vaginas in the tabloids?  
  
 Silence. A sea of confused faces. You think quickly. 
 
YOU (CONT’D) 
Me neither. And just to reassure you, I’m not planning on 
starting a trend. Even if it is an election year. 
 
Laughs from the crowd. You relax. Phones and tablets rise to   
record. 
 
YOU (CONT’D) 
I give you my solemn promise you won’t find me naked online - 
but honestly, I’d rather find a nude shot than a fully clothed 
one with a period stain. 
 
Especially big laughs greet this joke, especially from MEN.  
One MALE PUNTER is especially passionate. 
 
PASSIONATE MALE PUNTER 
 I fucking LOVE period jokes. 
 
YOU 
I know we’ve all got a story - but I’m the Prime Minister. I 
can’t just tie a jumper round my waist and go home with a fake 
migraine. 
 
MEGAN laughs with the rest, if still a little perturbed. On 
stage, you bask in the laughter. 
 
This scene was written in response to a wealth of popular discourse around the 
perceived over-representation of the female perspective in comedy, including 
observations such as this one (Anonymous 2012)42: 
 
I get my period and sometimes I want to talk about it! Men are allowed to talk 
on stage, in movies, on TV about having big dicks, small dicks, soft dicks, 
hard dicks, jizz, masturbating, without anyone saying “Enough guys, we get it 
                                                
42  This is by a comedian whom I was able to cite by name when first quoting from this piece near the 
start of my candidature, but have since had to adjust (this quote and one prior) for the fact she replaced 
her credit with ‘anonymous’ to avoid online trolling and lost employment. 
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you have penises.43 
 
While the sequence, through the ‘flipped reality’ device, makes a point of endorsing a 
shift of perspective around this double standard, it was one of the more difficult for 
maintaining the perspective of ‘you’ using the second person (and is probably not yet 
entirely successful in its attempt). However this exposes the fact that the limitation of 
Point-of-You conversely becomes one of its potential uses, in that it was the 
application of this intervention that exposed with absolute clarity when the point of 
view was elsewhere from that of the protagonist.   
Another element of writing action brought to light by applying Point-of-You 
was when, in the original draft, FRAN had been written as the object, rather than the 
subject of the sentence, for instance: “MEGAN bundles a very drunk FRAN into the 
passenger seat” or “a tearstained FRAN”. Because a direct translation from FRAN to 
‘you’ is not possible, it raised the question of perspective – in neither case is it with 
the protagonist. Similarly, as a pronoun, ‘you’ does not sit easily in the middle of a 
list of characters, preferring to be the first (when the protagonist leads the action) or 
final (when the action leads us to the protagonist). In this way, the Point-of-View 
revealed when ‘you’ (FRAN) was languishing near the middle of a cast list in the 
action of some of the more populated scenes which could thus be easily misread as 
scenes from perspectives other than the protagonist’s. 
 One of the significant and unexpected insights from the Point-of-You pass 
over Funny/Peculiar was how it is possible to make more considered and specific 
decisions around how one uses the third person in conventional drafts.  Perhaps the 
second person has something in common with the third person limited – where only 
the focal character’s knowledge is available? I was able to see where I had 
unthinkingly moved through this and the various expressions of the third person 
point-of-view, including the omniscient, which seemed to accommodate best the 
audience’s perspective, to a third person subjective one, where I would depart from 
standard screenwriting doxa to include commentary around thoughts and feelings. 
Another area for further exploration emerging from this experiment is to examine the 
possibilities for free, indirect speech in scene text, where “narrative seems to want to 
                                                
43 The piece was a response to Two and a Half Men creator Lee Arohnson famously complaining of 
female centred TV comedies that “Enough ladies. I get it. You have periods ... we’re approaching peak 
vagina on television, the point of labia saturation” (Abad-Santos 2012). 
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bend itself around the character, wants to merge with the character, to take on his or 
her way of thinking” (Wood, J 2008, p. 8). 
 In concluding, for now, my reflections on the Point-of-You experiment, I 
recall Seger’s observation on the connection between character and story (1994, p. 
149) (emphasis in original): 
 
Stories become complex through the influence of character. It’s character that 
impinges on the story, dimensionalizes the story and moves the story in new 
directions.  With all the idiosyncrasies and willfulness of character, the story 
changes. 
 
I believe, then, that as an exercise, Point-of-You may be useful in script development 
processes that aim to help harness the ‘idiosyncrasies and willfulness’ of the character 
at the centre of the writer’s intentions, as opposed to processes that assume and 
impose the perspective of a homogenous ‘universal’ subject. And while I have 
acknowledged the limitations of such an approach in screenplay scene text, especially 
for ensemble, tandem or fractured narratives, I suggest that the approach may have a 
wider application whereby, as previously noted in regard to sequencing models, it 
may be adapted in consideration of identifying the protagonist of each sequence.   
I also suggest that the Point-of-You intervention may be viable as an 
alternative approach for screenplays like Funny/Peculiar where the intention is to 
have the story driven by a sole protagonist – for my purposes, a female one in a 
mainstream comedy. My contention is that for script development practices, the 
Point-of-You intervention may be a useful exercise to identify where perspective can 
be further honed through the screenplay as a whole, or in isolated point-of-view 
sequences, and for screenwriting practices more broadly, experimenting with Point-
of-You may lead the writer to more considered consideration of the possibilities for 
the third person point of view, as well as subjective and objective cases.   
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CONCLUSION 
 
I have nothing against male film directors as long as they don’t tell men’s stories through a 
man’s eyes using male characters @manwhohasitall 26 April 2016 
 
American poet Robert Creeley famously claimed that form is never more than an 
extension of content, later qualifying, “Well, content is never more than an extension 
of form and form is never more than an extension of content […] It’s really hard to 
think of one without the other” (2004). This PhD has been likewise preoccupied with 
notions of content, form and the places where these intersect but through the specific 
lens of screenwriting practice.  The main shift in direction during the research journey 
came with the realisation that the ‘flipped reality’ narrative device was not incidental 
to the research but a key respondent to the research question. Through exploring – 
and, ultimately, defining – the central elements and parameters of this device, and its 
potential for expressing perspective through content, came the insights which 
culminated in the Point-of-You intervention, which explores notions of perspective 
though form. Neither of these discoveries, however, lay exclusive claim to one or the 
other; that is to say, flipping reality makes a choice about story content which 
necessarily inflects the form, and changing the scene text point-of-view disrupts 
traditional screenwriting form and in doing so makes subtle changes to content – or, at 
least, adjusts the filter through which it is viewed. One might say it is all a matter of 
perspective.    
My research has argued for ‘perspective’ as an element for significant 
consideration in screenwriting practice and script development processes. It has 
particularly highlighted the importance of such a consideration when developing 
comedy screenplays, where focus – by way of perspective and point-of-view – is 
paramount to comedy’s success, as identified by those scholars and practitioners in 
the field. It has most strongly been the intention of this research to argue that 
awareness of (and commitment to) perspectival concerns in script development is key 
to preventing the ongoing minimisation – or erasure – of marginalised perspectives 
within processes that might traditionally default to the perspective of a homogenous 
‘universal’ subject. While acknowledging that ‘perspective’ may be thought of, by 
some, as an already extant consideration in screenwriting discourse, and one 
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frequently evoked in discussions within wider elements of screenwriting practice such 
as narrative or character, it has been the contention of this research that it is because 
these notions of perspective are so transient that perspectival considerations can be 
more easily overlooked.  
Moreover, I have suggested that there are grounds for the consideration of 
‘perspective’ as a major element of screenwriting practice in its own right – analysed, 
explored, taught and applied with the same rigour as such familiar and traditional 
elements as theme, character and structure. With its interest in marginalised female 
perspectives, especially in mainstream comedies, this research has made a particular 
study of the funny, female protagonist, in the context of all of the above concerns, 
both in the range of scholarship and creative practice approach, and as ultimately 
performed by the female-centred comedy screenplay at the centre of the research.   
From a research question that initially asked, How might a female 
protagonist’s perspective be written into the pages of a comedy screenplay? has come  
a new proposition: that in script development, this notion of perspective receive the 
same explicit and in depth consideration as other more familiar elements of 
screenwriting practice. This research offers ways in which to think about and work 
with ‘perspective’ as well as discussing (most comprehensively in Part 1) the 
rationale for such a proposition, by examining the limitations of screenwriting 
orthodoxies (especially the ways these inform cultures of script development), and the 
culturally entrenched beliefs impacting upon female perspectives in mainstream 
comedy screenplays.  
Thus I offer the identification of the singular device that is the ‘flipped reality’ 
narrative and, in particular, the Point-of-You intervention as contributions to 
Sternberg’s previously discussed perspectivemes, which comprise a raft of techniques 
to specifically focus the narrative perspective. As such, I have reviewed the ‘flipped 
reality’ narratives that have been compiled and analysed over the course of my 
research, concentrating most keenly on those that, like mine, have been employed to 
flip gendered issues in the comedic context, drawing upon Horton’s previously 
highlighted assertion “Comedy is a way of looking at the universe […] That is, 
comedy is a perspective” (2000, p. 5). In this way, it might be said that I called upon 
the feminist strategy of “‘revision’, learning to see ‘with fresh eyes’” (Doane, 
Mellencamp & Williams 1984, p. 1) and, from the screenwriting practice standpoint, 
recalled Raul Ruiz’ observation that, when premises disappear, we are “only left with 
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the question at the end: ‘what would happen if…’” (2007, p. 11).  
While this research may seem to have some investment in the preservation of 
the intentionality of the screenwriter, it is fully aware of, and endorses, the fact that 
“future screenplay readers will fix their own meaning to a screenplay, and it is 
possible, even likely that this may be different to the fixed meaning originally 
intended by the author of the work” (Batty & Kerrigan 2016, p. 3). Moreover, as 
Lisbeth A. Berbary suggests, the very “open-endedness” of a screenplay can be seen 
to reinforce the “post-structural position” of a piece of research such as this one, 
which seeks to embrace that “a screenplay is always in process, always inviting new 
audience interpretations, and never closed” (2011, p. 188).   
In other words, I only mean to suggest that screenplays be consciously read 
(and then developed) with an awareness of unique perspectives. The research also 
emphasises that this is especially pertinent to comedies (and the admission of 
marginal perspectives into that mode), given how reliant comedies are on a unity in 
focus because “unless everyone on the team is dedicated to creating the same comic 
moments, and helps the audience focus on that moment, the comic moment will be 
diminished or lost” (Kaplan 2013, p. 190).    
With awareness, then, that screenplays live in a place between the story and its 
chosen platform, the screenwriter may find herself wondering what this means for the 
writerly intentions in terms of values. Corley & Megel (2014, p. 26) (emphasis in 
original) suggest: 
 
for high-concept films or tent-pole movies that are built on familiar characters 
and themes, it may not matter as much how a story is written on the page; but 
for stories that are more delicate, and that emerge from the individual 
consciousness of a screenwriter, everything matters, not just to whether it is 
successfully made into a film but in regard to what kind of film it turns out to 
be.   
 
It is this notion of ‘what kind of film it turns out to be’ that has concerned my 
research. Moreover, I would counter-argue that high-concept44 screenplays are just as 
vulnerable, if not more so, to expressing values counter to what the screenwriter 
intended, because of the assumptions demanded by mainstream premises (especially, 
                                                
44 High-concept is industry jargon for a simple premise with an obvious hook that is easily pitched 
and/or marketed. Or, as Jacey puts it, “one sentence that sets up the central problem or situation of the 
character and gives it an ironic twist” (2010b, p. 17). 
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perhaps, those attached to comedies) about what is ‘normal’ and what people ‘are 
like’. Aronson suggests, “Pinpointing your message and scenario is one of the most 
reliable ways of making sure your script transmits what you actually intend” (2010, p. 
39). I have suggested taking this idea a step further, by contending that first a 
specificity of perspective be identified, from which these messages and scenarios are 
pinpointed, because it is the perspective through which we understand these elements 
that ultimately inform the screenwork that emerges from the screenplay – and, by 
extension, what values the film projects.  This is offered as a strategy for everyone in 
the script development process, invested in the ultimate product. As Peterson and 
Nicolosi point out, if a persistent concern is ambiguity around “what this story means” 
then it is possible the “characters are failing at point of view. This is a story that 
refuses to express any values” (2015, p. 35) (emphasis in original). 
As author Joyce Carrol Oates has observed, “The subjectivity that is the 
essence of the human is also the mystery that divides us irrevocably from one 
another” (1994, p. 303). With this in mind, what this research finally hopes to inspire 
are wider parameters around Ruiz’ simple question (arguably the basis of all 
storytelling) “what if?”. It is a question that may guide the direction of the screenplay 
(and, ultimately, screenwork) into better facilitating the admission of perspectives 
beyond those occupying the space of the so-called ‘universal’ subjectivity. It may see 
the script development of comedies that (to recall Kaplan’s earlier observation) help 
more of us ‘live with who we are’. To bring us now back to a text that is arguably 
most central to mainstream cultures of script development, I call upon Field to pose a 
question of screenwriting practice. He asks (2005, p. 61): 
 
What do all people have in common? We’re the same, you and I; we have the 
same needs, the same wants, the same fears and insecurities; we want to be 
loved, to have people like us, to succeed, be happy and healthy. We’re all the 
same under the skin. Certain things unite us. What separates us?  
 
 
Grounded, as it is, in a politics of difference, this PhD answers Field’s question with 
‘our perspectives’, and advocates for screenwriting and script development processes 
that not only accommodate, but also embrace them for more screenplays expressing 
those diverse values. 
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